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ABSTRACT 
Studies have shown a direct correlation between positive school culture and 
increases in student achievement (Bulach et al, 1995; Goddard et al, 2000; Kaplan & 
Owings, 2013; McCarley et al, 2014; Thapa et al, 2013; Whitaker, 2001).  The literature 
also suggests that the culture within a school can be positively impacted through effective 
leadership (Hallinger, et al, 2014), but the literature available for rural schools in regards 
to student achievement and culture is limited (Arnold, et al, 2005 and Lee, 2001). 
This purpose of this mixed-method case study is to identify what practices a 
principal employed to create a change in teacher’s perceptions that parallels an increase 
in student achievement.  The study was framed within the context of four domains 
gleaned from the distillation of the work of Leithwood, Schultz, Lewis, Murray, Riehl, 
Murray, Jantzi, Whitaker and others that a transformation leader must operate within to 
impact culture.  Findings indicate that that no single activity, program or strategy is 
effective in changing school culture.  The data suggests that to impact culture the leader 
must take ownership of critical decisions and truly believe that the students in a failing 
school can be successful and communicate that belief to the community, the teachers and 
most importantly to the students.   The data also suggests that an administrator cannot 
operate within a single Domain but that the Domains are intertwined and networked to 
the point that attention has to be paid to contexts within each of the Domains.   
The principal in this case study communicated high standards for both students 
and teachers.  Unwavering, reasonable expectations are followed with providing the 
proper environment through limiting all distractions so the faculty and staff can focus on 
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instruction.    Once all of the excuses are taken away teachers are measurably gauged 
against the high expectations and those teachers that cannot perform are removed from 
the environment.  This then allows administrator to conduct an intensive recruitment 
process to find a replacement that can work to the level of expectation the entire faculty, 
students and parents demand. 
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Rural schools make up approximately 33 percent of all students in our public 
schools but there is a limited amount of research being conducted in rural settings 
(Arnold et al, 2005).  Over 9.7 million students are enrolled in rural schools where more 
than two in five live below the poverty level; over 25% are a child of color and the 
transience of these students are higher than in any other educational setting.  The majority 
of Americans feel that rural America is dwindling as urban areas grow, but short and 
long-term growth trends show that rural districts are exceeding the growth of non-rural 
districts (Williams, 2013). 
While significant differences in the environments of all schools certainly exist 
there are distinct similarities where problems found in rural schools mirror inner-city 
schools. Drug use, divorce, lack of resources, teacher and administrator retention and 
poverty are all prevalent in our rural schools while the rural environment of these schools 
presents an entirely inimitable dynamic.  The role of the principal to ascertain, balance 
and impact school culture, teacher satisfaction and ultimately student performance can 
sometimes be even more difficult in our rural schools of poverty than any other 
educational setting (Stamm, 2000).   
Statement of the Problem 
Better rural schools are key components to improving the conditions in rural 
America (Senge, 2000).  The majority of our rural schools still perform at a lesser degree 
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than other educational settings so the need exists for additional technical assistance to 
assist these schools in discovering what would help improve culture and student 
achievement (Lee, 2001).  The need to define what practice influence school culture and 
ultimately student achievement for lasting, sustainable school improvement is imperative. 
Significance of the Problem 
It is critical that successful, rural, middle schools of poverty be studied to 
determine the factors that account for their success.  One in five public schools are 
considered rural (Coladarci, 2007) and the literature available for rural schools in regards 
to student achievement and culture is limited (Arnold, et al, 2005 and Lee, 2001).  A 
tremendous amount of research on social, economic, and political implications for urban 
schools is available (Anyon, 1994), but Bouck (2004) emphasized that rural schools do 
share some similarities but differ from urban schools and present their own specific 
advantages and disadvantages.     
The Rural School and Community Trust highlighted some of the concerns for 
rural education in their report Why Rural Matters 2013-2014.  The report was framed 
around five gauges that compared all of the states: 1) The importance of rural education, 
2) the diversity of rural students and their families, 3) socioeconomic challenges facing
rural communities across the nation, 4) the educational policy context impacting rural 
schools, and 5) the educational outcomes of students in rural schools in the state as 
measured by NAEP.   Each state was ranked on each of these indicators.  The higher the 
average ranking the more imperative it is for policymakers to examine rural education 
and generate policies that will impact these schools.  All of these factors were combined 
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to create a Priority Rankings List which identified states who were “leading” the nation in 
the need for emphasis on rural education.  South Carolina ranked third on the 2013 
Priority Ranking. (Table 1.1)  This report also emphasizes the need for additional 
research in rural schools of poverty, especially southern, rural schools of poverty, since 
this is the geographic region where the majority of the leading schools are found 
(Williams, 2013). 
Table 1.1- Rural School and Community Trust Priority Ranking 
Why is it important to provide technical assistance for our rural school 
administrators?  It is important to produce best practices for rural administrators because 
the effects of the principal are often magnified in rural schools, especially those of 
poverty because the leadership functions in a school are often distributed to fewer 
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individuals because of funding.  This means that leaders must take on multiple roles that 
their counterparts do not have in areas with greater resources (Barley & Beesley, 2007). 
The impact of culture on student achievement is well documented (Bulach et al, 
1995; Goddard et al, 2000; Kaplan & Owings, 2013; McCarley et al, 2014; Thapa et al, 
2013; Whitaker, 2001) as well as how effective leadership can impact that culture 
(Hallinger, et al, 2014).  As Schweiker-Marra suggested, culture either inhibits or 
facilitates school reform (1995). That, coupled with how crucial a quality middle school 
experience is, creates the urgency that should encourage researchers explore and address 
this problem and provide technical assistance (Schmidt, et al, 2007).   
Many students end middle school lacking the necessary skills to be successful in 
college preparatory classes in high school (Balfanz, McPartland, & Shaw, 2002).  
Longitudinal comparisons of student achievement reveal that from 4th to 8th grade is when 
students in general start falling behind while minority and students of poverty experience 
an achievement gap which becomes an achievement chasm (Schmidt et al., 1999).  South 
Carolina schools are significant because of the interesting paradigm that exists between 
the high level of poverty and the rigor of our state standards.  Peterson and Hess (2008) 
stated that “Three states – Massachusetts, South Carolina and Missouri – have established 
world class standards for their students in both math and English.” (p. 70).   This makes 
the information that can be gleaned from a study in this environment even more 
interesting since South Carolina is tied with Tennessee as having the tenth highest 
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poverty index in the nation while boasting some of the most rigorous standards in our 
nation (www.census.org, 2014).   
This makes the results of this study exceedingly more interesting due to an 
impoverished, rural school’s improvement in performance with extremely rigorous 
standards.  As Tirrozi suggested, if some schools have the ability to be successful then 
schools with similar demographics should be able to perform at the same level given the 
proper environment (2005).  This study adds to the body of knowledge pertaining to how 
a transformational leader in a school that experienced an increase in student achievement 
impacted school culture and which accepted administrator best practices have the greatest 
bearing on culture in a rural, middle school of poverty. 
This study will also serve as a resource to practitioners, collegiate administrator 
preparation programs and policymakers concerning specific strategies for school 
improvement in our rural schools.  The lack of information and research surrounding 
exemplary rural middle schools of poverty and their strategies to increase school 
performance is obvious (Lee, 2001) and this study will highlight and provide best 
practices for improving school culture and increasing student achievement. 
Purpose of the Study 
A high poverty, rural middle school that had experienced a tremendous increase 
in student achievement with a change in leadership was studied to determine if a parallel 
change in culture occurred and if so, what administrative best practices had the greatest 
influence on the positive change in the school’s culture.  This is an important area for 
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study since little is published on exemplary rural schools (Kannapel & Deyoung, 1999; 
Khattri et al, 1997).  The need for reform models specific to rural schools is evident due 
to the gaps in the research.  Most reform models are created and designed for schools in 
other settings and have been manipulated to serve rural schools (Kannapel & DeYoung, 
1999).  The ultimate purpose of this study is to offer struggling schools some guidance on 
the best practices other school administrators have used to impact teacher satisfaction, 
impact culture and improve student achievement.   
Questions to be Addressed 
The overarching research question for this study is: What administrative practices 
did a transformational leader employ that had the greatest impact on improving school 
culture in a rural, school of poverty?  In order to investigate this question, data was 
required to determine if in fact Clear Creek Middle School did have a significant shift in 
student achievement as measured by standardized state testing.  The next step was to 
determine if a shift in teacher perception of the school culture had occurred to accompany 
the shift in student achievement based on longitudinal data collected for the state report 
card.  This lead to the quantitative portion of this study where a more in-depth survey was 
developed and administered to faculty and staff to capture specific domains known to 
impact student achievement and school culture.  Finally, the administrator was 
interviewed to understand what practices they felt impacted student achievement to the 
greatest degree. 
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The quantitative questions guiding this investigation were: 
1. Did the student achievement at Clear Creek Middle School increase with a
change in leadership over the last eight years?
2. Was the shift in student achievement accompanied by a shift in school
culture?
3. Which domain(s) of transformational leadership (setting direction,
developing the people, redefining the organization, and managing the
instructional environment) had the greatest changes before and after the
introduction of a transformational leader?
The qualitative research questions were informed by the quantitative findings.  The 
administrator was questioned about their experience(s) in Clear Creek Middle School and 
what practice(s) they felt yielded the greatest impact on culture and student achievement.  
This was then compared with the two pieces of quantitative data to triangulate if a 
relationship existed between what the faculty and staff felt had the greatest impact on 
student achievement and culture and if their perceptions paralleled that of the 
administrator. 
Research questions for the qualitative phase included: 
1. What practices does the administrator feel had the greatest impact on their
school in regards to culture and student achievement?
2. Did the quantitative findings coincide with what the administrator felt
instigated a shift in culture?
3. How does the administrator view school culture?
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The overarching question helped to combine the qualitative and quantitative portions of 
this study and ultimately answer the original question:  What administrative practices did 
a transformational leader employ that had the greatest impact on improving school 
culture in a rural, school of poverty?  By analyzing both the quantitative and qualitative 
findings strong evidence was found to support best practices that an administrator in a 
rural middle school of poverty employed that could possibly help administrators in rural, 
high poverty schools improve school culture and student achievement. 
Definition of Terms 
ESOL – English for Speakers of Other Languages refers to the specific instruction 
of English to students who speak other languages 
HUGS- Historically Underachieving Group – subgroups of tested individuals who 
fall into a gender, race or socioeconomic subset that is typically outperformed by their 
peers 
IDEA – Individuals with Disabilities Act - is a law ensuring services to children 
with disabilities throughout the nation. IDEA governs how states and public agencies 
provide early intervention, special education and related services to more than 6.5 million 
eligible infants, toddlers, children and youth with disabilities. 
NAEP – National Assessment of Educational Progress - is the largest continuing 
and nationally representative assessment of what American students know and can do in 
core subjects. NAEP is a congressionally mandated project administered by the National 
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Center for Education Statistics (NCES), within the Institute of Education Sciences (IES) 
of the U.S. Department of Education. The National Assessment Governing Board, 
appointed by the U.S. Secretary of Education but independent of the Department, sets 
policy for NAEP and is responsible for developing the framework and test specifications. 
The Governing Board is a bipartisan group whose members include governors, state 
legislators, local and state school officials, educators, business representatives, and 
members of the general public. Congress created the 26-member Governing Board in 
1988.  NAEP results are designed to provide data on student achievement in various 
subjects, and are released as The Nation’s Report Card. There are no results for 
individual students, classrooms, or schools. NAEP reports results for different 
demographic groups, including gender, socioeconomic status, and race/ethnicity. 
Assessments are given most frequently in mathematics, reading, science and writing. 
Other subjects such as the arts, civics, economics, geography, and U.S. history are 
assessed periodically. 
NCLB- No Child Left Behind - is a United States Act of Congress that is a 
reauthorization of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act, which included Title I, 
the government's flagship aid program for disadvantaged students. NCLB supports 
standards-based education reform based on the premise that setting high standards and 
establishing measurable goals can improve individual outcomes in education.  The Act 
requires states to develop assessments in basic skills. To receive federal school funding, 
states must give these assessments to all students at select grade levels. The Act does not 
assert a national achievement standard. Each individual state develops its own standards. 
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NCLB expanded the federal role in public education through annual testing, annual 
academic progress, report cards, teacher qualifications, and funding changes. 
PASS – Palmetto Assessment of State Standards – standardized test administered 
to all students in third through eighth grade that is used to calculate Absolute Ratings, 
Growth Ratings, and Federal Accountability status. 
Title I - a provision of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act passed in 
1965, is a program created by the United States Department of Education to distribute 
funding to schools and school districts with a high percentage of students from low-
income families. Funding is distributed first to state educational agencies (SEAs) which 
then allocate funds to local educational agencies (LEAs) which in turn dispense funds to 
public schools in need. Title I also helps children from families that have migrated to the 
United States and youth from intervention programs who are neglected or at risk of 
abuse. The act appropriates money for educational purposes for the next five fiscal years 
until it is reauthorized. In addition, Title I appropriates money to the education system for 
prevention of dropouts and the improvement of schools. These appropriations are carried 
out for five fiscal years until reauthorization.  According to the National Center for 
Education Statistics, to be an eligible Title I school, at least 40% of a school's students 
must be from low-income families who qualify under the United States Census's 
definition of low-income, according to the U.S. Department of Education. 
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Assumptions and Limitations 
“Researchers are not entitled to offer conclusions about rural education just 
because their research takes place in or draws data from a rural school community or 
region” (Coladarci, 2007, p.3)  This would be one of the foundations for the assumptions 
and limitations of this study.  Practices in this school may or may not produce the same 
outcomes in a school with very similar demographics (Brown and Campione, 1996).  
Also, the availability of data for the longitudinal, quantitative analysis was limited to the 
state survey.  The researcher assumed the data available from the South Carolina State 
Department of Education was accurate and valid.  Also, the number of individuals 
completing those surveys can sometimes be only a small portion of the available 
population and has the potential to skew results.  A final limitation could be the 
researcher’s personal biases in the interview analysis.  The researcher has been a teacher 
and administrator in rural schools of poverty for over 15 years and may unintentionally 
have some biases in his interviews and interpretation of the data. 
Theoretical Framework 
Burns (1978) created the construct of a transformational leader based on their 
ability to articulate their vision and create an integrated effort from all stakeholders to 
accomplish that vision and mission.  A transformational leader’s abilities, according to 
Burns, cultivate an environment where “leaders and followers raise one another to higher 
levels of motivation and morality” (p. 20).  This shared increase in “motivation and 
morality” has been shown to increase productivity in a variety of organizations in a 
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multitude of settings (Bryman, 1992).  Transformational Leadership’s impact on student 
achievement and teacher satisfaction has been studied to show positive influences on both 
(Koh et al, 1995). 
Transformational leaders operate within four domains.  According to Bass (1995), 
they must be able to create a vision and mission, treat everyone as individuals, facilitate 
independent thinkers and creativity, and act as a model for subordinates.  
Transformational leaders also require a certain environment to flourish.  The environment 
cannot be restrictive and they must be allowed to be seen as the leader making the 
decisions that will ultimately impact the organization (Bass, 1985).  Transformational 
leadership theory was then applied to educational settings and showed that a leader that is 
perceived as transformational inspires and increases teacher satisfaction within a school 
(Bogler, 2001).  Transformational leaders also have the ability to increase the trust within 
their organization (Bulter, et al, 1999).  Other research has shown that a strong 
correlation exists between a leader that exhibits traits of a transformational leader and the 
effectiveness of shaping school culture (Lucas and Valentine, 2002).   
Some of the literature suggests that transformational leadership is unbounded and 
can be applied in any environment to some degree (Bass, 1985) while others suggest that 
the impact is dependent upon multiple factors for how great an impact the leader will be 
able to make (Yammarino & Dubinsky, 1994). 
This study will focus on how the introduction of a transformational leader at Clear 
Creek Middle School impacted student achievement by setting the direction, developing 
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the individuals, redesigning the organization and managing the learning environment in a 
rural school of poverty.  This study will identify the extent this leader affected these 
certain aspects of the organization to create and sustain a cultural shift that improved 
teacher satisfaction and school environment.   
Chapter Summary 
Chapter I serves as an introduction to this research study.  The statement of the 
problem, purpose of the study, the quantitative and qualitative research questions, the 
definitions and terms, assumptions and limitations, and theoretical framework were all 
discussed in this chapter.  More detail of each of these sections will be provided in 
subsequent chapters.  In Chapter Two a comprehensive overview of the body of 
knowledge is provided to explain the purpose of education, detail the struggles facing 
rural schools of poverty, the role of the school leader and leadership responsibilities and 
theories of educational and transformation leadership.  Chapter Three presents the 
research design and methodology used to explore the research questions which leads into 
a presentation of the findings in Chapter Four.  Chapter Five frames the findings in the 
four Domains known to effect school culture, provides implications for practitioners and 
implications for future research. 
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CHAPTER TWO 
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 
Introduction 
The purpose of this chapter is to review the literature on the topics related to and 
surrounding school leadership, challenges facing rural schools and the impact a leader 
can have on teacher satisfaction, school culture and ultimately student achievement.  
Discussion will begin by dissecting the purpose of education, standards driven instruction 
and standardized testing, how we currently measure student and school success and the 
importance of middle school.  We will then delve into an in-depth look at the educational 
impact of poverty and advantages and disadvantages rural schools face.  This chapter will 
present the current theories on schools of poverty and factors that contribute to their lack 
of success.  This will lead to the exploration of the similarities and differences between 
rural schools and other settings.  Different leadership styles and phenomenon will be 
discussed and how these can impact student and school achievement while exploring 
their impact on school culture and its sustainability.  This body of knowledge will serve 
as a conduit to explore the phenomenon that has occurred at Clear Creek Middle School 
and serve as the basis for quantitative and qualitative strategies to measure the impact a 
transformational leader has had on student achievement and the school culture.   
Data from Clear Creek Middle School will be used to show the increase in student 
achievement, coupled with a positive shift in culture.  In this study, the researcher 
attempted to answer the following questions and report the results found at Clear Creek 




of the school during the transition(s) of administration?    What impact did the change in 
administration have on student achievement? Ultimately, how did the change in 
administration affect the school culture and attempt to qualitatively identify what factors 
had the greatest impact on student achievement?  The purpose of these questions is to 
provide answers for why this transformation of school performance occurred.  This 
literature review is to discuss the difficulties schools of poverty experience and probe the 
qualities and characteristics of schools that are successful despite having a high rate of 
poverty.  Also, we will examine how this transfer of leadership impacted school and 
community culture and determine what factors had the greatest impact on this 
transformation. 
Purpose of Education 
Our nation has seen sweeping overhauls of our methods and beliefs in the last 50 
years.  From holistic approaches to today’s high-stakes, standardized testing, prescribed 
standards based education ushered in by the amendment to the Elementary and Secondary 
Education Act in 1994 which mandated the creation and adoption of academic standards 
and assessment systems.   This is the environment that all of our current teachers and 
administrators are accustomed to.  The articulated state standards that are awarded each 
teacher and administrator provides a common focus that promotes understanding, 
improves communication and cultivates a common purpose (Rosenholtz, 1991; Schmoker 
& Marzano, 1999).  The shift to even more uniformity in our nations standards occurred 
with our unprecedented shift to Common Core standards which were released in 2010 




The level of performance on standardized testing is traditionally inversely related 
to the socioeconomic level of an area.  The higher performing districts are typically 
characterized as the districts with the lowest amount of poverty (Howley, Et al, 2000).  
Attempts have been made to address this gap in achievement in legislation such as No 
Child Left Behind and through federal funding such as Title I, IDEA and other programs 
(www.ed.gov).  But even before President Bush signed the NCLB legislation in 2002 
which mandates state standards, state assessment of those standards, and a mechanism of 
reporting school, district and state performance on those standards, South Carolina had 
already passed educational reform legislation.  Governor Beasley established the 
Performance and Accountability Standards for Schools commission in 1997 which was 
comprised of education, business and industry leaders whose sole purpose was to look at 
our current standards and revamp our system to set higher standards and produce more 
competitive students.  This group’s work resulted in the South Carolina Education 
Accountability Act (EAA) passing in 1998 (SC State Department of Education, 2014).  
This legislation compounded with NCLB has produced a state assessment and 
accountability process that can be compared with only two other states in the nation.  
Peterson and Hess (2008) stated that “Three states – Massachusetts, South Carolina and 
Missouri – have established world class standards for their students in both math and 
English.” (p. 70). So, South Carolina is tied with Tennessee as having the tenth highest 
poverty index in the nation, but it also boasts some of the most rigorous standards in our 




These shifts in education were designed to increase rigor and hold teachers 
accountable for student performance.  The federal government claims that NCLB has had 
a positive impact on public education while some feel that the methods some states 
selected for gauging adequate yearly progress are not equitable and the true performance 
of schools are not reflected, particularly those schools that have high percentages of 
poverty (Heck, 2006).  The accountability for student performance fell on the teachers 
and ultimately teacher productivity has fallen on the shoulders of the building 
administrator.  Standardized testing has brought about some defined trends that are 
evident in our country.  It opened the eyes of America to the huge chasm that exists 
between students of varying demographics in our nation’s schools.  One example is in the 
ESOL population who are promoted, grouped and provided services based on their 
performance on standardized testing.  ESOL students traditionally score 20-40% lower 
than their peers (Abedi, 2006).  This is one example, but students of color, low income, 
rural and a plethora of other identified subgroups and special populations traditionally are 
outperformed by their peers. 
As the Achievement Gap Phenomenon was highlighted it became the single most 
critical issue in American Education (McGee, 2004).  The philosophical and cultural 
debates that ensued questioned the effectiveness of traditional instructional strategies. 
Was it the responsibility of the system to adjust to the needs of the populations, or were 
individuals expected to ascertain how to navigate within the parameters of the 




Exploration of the data from standardized testing also brought into perspective 
pockets of success from students and schools who were from populations predominantly 
known to perform below their peers.  Quantitative and qualitative analyses reveal that 
schools of poverty that overcame achievement gaps have distinct commonalities in 
leadership, literacy, teacher qualities, and community engagement, while characteristics 
such as school size, class size, and alignment with state standards make little, if any, 
difference in their ability to close the achievement gap (McGee, 2004).   
This idea that “all children can learn” is demonstrated by school leaders who 
think outside the box and recognize that the one lesson fits all model of public education 
will not glean the results required of accountability legislation and needed by our 
school’s populations (Amrein & Berliner, 2002).  Diversification of instruction and 
response to intervention are now used in mainstream education where they were once 
methods that were only reserved for students in special education.  This mindset of 
personalized education is growing and is even permeating higher education with some 
colleges and universities offering curriculum and strategies for working with students of 
poverty in their teacher and administrator preparation programs (Cuthrell, Stapleton, & 
Ledford, 2009). 
This mantra of “all children can learn” is coupled with all children respond to 
high expectations.  A tremendous amount of literature supports the idea that high 
performance can only come from an environment that cultivates high expectations 




1979).   Teachers must set high expectations for these students and stress that the students 
themselves are responsible for meeting those expectations.  With the proper support 
strategies in place the idea that “all children can learn” has the potential to be a reality 
that some schools are providing for their students (Stronge, Ward, Tucker, & Hindman, 
2007).   The shift in expectations, strategies and achievement that are taking place in 
these institutions are worth investigating and possibly replicating in other educational 
settings. 
We have spent decades making decisions and adjusting educational strategies 
based on results from standardized testing and still everyone is not convinced of the 
validity or productivity of standardized testing.  Kohn (2000) suggests that these tests “do 
not provide an objective measure of learning or a useful inducement to improve teaching” 
and they are “not only unnecessary but highly dangerous” (p.14).  Other individuals 
claim that it causes teachers to “teach to the test” and forces the constriction of creativity 
by teaching students to write to the rubric (Mabry, 1999).  Regardless of individual 
opinion it is a reality that this is the environment that educators are working in and must 
conform to.  High stakes standardized testing is what is and will continue to be used to 







Importance of Middle School 
It is argued that the most crucial time in a child’s educational career is their 
middle school experience (Balfanz, et al, 2007).  Students who are not prepared to 
proceed to the next level are statistically likely to drop out of high school.  Students who 
leave 8th grade and have failed math or English during their middle school career have a 
75 percent chance that they will never graduate high school (Balfanz, 2009).  This is a 
disturbing statistic, but one that is predictable and one that is used to forecast student 
outcomes in several student data sources.  Course failures, attendance and student 
discipline referrals in the sixth grade can be used to identify 60% of the high school 
dropouts in any educational setting (Balfanz, et al, 2007).  These are the major predictors 
of student dropout, but disengagement and lack of parental involvement also play an 
important role in the success and ultimate graduation of a middle school student (Hill & 
Tyson, 2009).  Some schools are overcoming these educational barriers and reducing the 
amount of students who exhibit the predictors that would ultimately doom a large 
percentage of their student body to failure.  They are circumventing this alarming statistic 
through effective whole school reforms, early identification of students who need 
sustained intervention, and practical, personal, and research-based attendance, behavioral, 
and extra-help interventions (Neild, et al, 2007).  Unfortunately, most school reform 
models were designed for schools in urban settings and were manipulated to serve 
schools in a rural setting (Kannapel & DeYoung, 1999).  This presents a problem for 
most rural administrators.  A trial and error method of practices from these models are 




Rural Schools of Poverty 
Many people think of rural communities as slower paced and where problems are 
rare.  In fact, this could be the mindset that has caused rural schools to have garnered 
little attention and thus there is a limited amount of research being conducted in this 
setting (Brown-Ferrigno & Allen, 2006; Lee, 2001).  When you consider that one in five 
public school students is rural and almost 33 percent of all public schools are in rural 
areas this is surprising that rural research is so limited (Coladarcia, 2007).  Rural schools 
face many of the problems that exist in inner-city neighborhoods (Stewart, 2008).  
Criminal domestic violence, drug abuse, broken homes and poverty can all be found in 
rural areas.  One of the greatest predictors of student achievement is socioeconomic 
status.  Seventeen percent of rural Americans live below the poverty level.  Children 
make up 35% of the rural poor (U.S.D.A., 2004).  This statistic alone has a tremendous 
impact on performance of our nation’s rural schools.  Forty-four percent of students in 
the South in rural schools were eligible for free and reduced lunch compared to 29 
percent of students in non-rural schools (Bottoms et al, 2005).  In South Carolina one in 
four children live in poverty and over 56% of all students are eligible for free and reduced 
lunch (www.ed.sc.goe\erate).   
Student-related factors such as poverty account for 74-95 % of variance in student 
achievement (Marzano, 2001).  Enrollment in early childhood education programs, 
availability of educational materials in the home and the interaction of parents with their 
children are all negatively impacted in homes of poverty (Duncan et al, 1997).  Children 




problems (Cason, 2001).  All of these developmental issues, linked with schools that have 
high poverty indexes being more likely to have teachers with less experience and 
teaching outside their content area present a very problematic scenario (Rothstein, 2001).  
The number of rural students continues to climb and the demographics of those students 
continue to shift.  An increase from 41% to 46.6% in students who qualified for free and 
reduced meals occurred from 2008-2011.  Minority students increased 5.7% which 
represented 127,151 students and nearly 85,000 additional students qualified for special 
education services during this same time period (Williams, 2013).  This trend of increases 
in Historically Underachieving Groups (HUGS) should highlight the need for additional 
funding and research on serving students in this environment.  With minimal resources 
the ability to close the achievement gap becomes increasingly more difficult.  As the 
achievement gap widens our nation’s middle schools are trending towards producers of 
dropouts rather than a positive step towards students who will be on a path to graduate 
(Balfanz & Letgers, 2001). 
One of the issues plaguing rural students of poverty are the amount of issues they 
bring to school on a daily basis from their home environment.  Fifteen percent of the 
variance in standardized test scores is related to family factors (R.S.S., 2006b) and family 
characteristics have up to ten times more impact on achievement than school 
characteristics (Brooks-Gunn & Duncan, 1997).  Kreider et al demonstrated that parental 
involvement is a powerful predictor of student achievement for all students regardless of 
race or SES status (2007).  The Rural Sociological Society (2006b) found that school 




but accounted for 2.5% of variance in remote rural schools.  Community involvement, 
especially in rural schools, has a positive correlation to student performance (Michael et 
al, 2007). 
 Many advantages exist for rural schools.  They are typically smaller than other 
schools and this in itself has been shown to increase the performance of lower socio-
economic groups (Howley, Starnge & Bickel, 2000).  Class sizes are typically three-
fourths that of other classrooms not in a rural setting.  They also tend to have more of a 
connection with their communities (Lyson, 2005) and can be the social hub of the rural 
area through plays, athletic events and other programs (Lyson, 2002).  Rural school 
teachers report higher levels of congeniality and collaboration when compared to their 
counterparts (Ballou & Podgursky, 1998).  Teachers of rural students also report less 
trouble with discipline and behavior (Monk, 2007). 
 Rural schools also face specific disadvantages as well.  Malhoit (2005) 
highlighted the limited availability of technology and high speed internet to students in 
rural schools.  Exposure to cultural opportunities may be limited in students from rural 
areas.  Exposure to museums, zoos, plays and other activities may not be available in a 
rural setting (Bouck, 2004).  It is difficult to convey how vast the ocean is for students 
who have never been to the beach, or how large an elephant is if you have only seen a 
picture. 
 Teacher quality in rural schools is an issue.  Teacher quality is more closely 
related to student achievement than class size or per pupil spending (Lazarus, 2005).  




their faculty and staff each year (Feldman, 2003).  Weaver, Adedokun and Goodpaster 
highlighted the phenomenon of affluent suburban schools recruiting and retaining the 
best teachers while inner-city and rural schools resort to reducing their standards in an 
effort to fill positions.  This trend will continue to perpetuate the second class system that 
exists in our nation (2012).  For example, some states with high priority rankings for 
rurality have reported that over one-half of their secondary teachers in high poverty 
schools have no major or minor in the subjects that they teach (Education Watch, 2003b).  
Teachers also experience increases in their workloads and prep for a variety of classes 
due to the small numbers of teachers available.  Increased duties and responsibilities lead 
to teacher frustration and burnout with many of them being forced to teach multiple areas 
and out of their area of certification.  If a school is fortunate enough to attract a certified, 
quality applicant they often leave within a year unless they were either from that area, or 
from an area with similar demographics (Monk, 2007).  Gibbs (2005) highlighted an 
interesting phenomenon when he showed that when quality teachers could be recruited 
and retained and advanced courses were offered there was little to no difference in the 
performance of rural students and that of their peers. 
 Funding is another issue where rural schools are disadvantaged.  Per pupil 
expenditures are significantly lower in rural areas than that of their urban counterparts 
(Roscigno et al, 2006).  This coupled with the inability of most rural schools to raise 
funds on their own due to the financial situation of most of its families makes it very 





Effective School Leadership 
Exceptional communication, negotiation and time management skills are essential 
for an individual to be a successful leader (Reese, 2004).  These are skills that a leader in 
any organization must have to navigate daily and some would argue are the foundation to 
being successful.  If any of these three are not present and being constantly honed then 
ultimately the leader will not grow to their full potential.   
An interesting point of view and one of the most important perspectives of what 
effective school leadership should look like is through the lens of teachers.  MacBeath’s 
study of schools in Denmark, Scotland, England and Australia asked teachers to identify 
traits of strong leaders.   
The faculties and staff produced five traits of effective leaders: 
1. Clear vision of what should be achieved. 
2. Work alongside their colleagues 
3. Protects them from external demands 
4. Look to the future and prepare teachers for change 
5. Good leaders are able to grasp the economic and political factors that affect 
education and are able to negotiate them. (Moos, Mahoney and Reeves in 
MacBeath, 1998) 
Day, Harris and Hadfield (2001) added an additional trait during their study that 




personal values are important to faculty and staff for exceptional leaders.  These values 
drive their decision making and vision for the school.  This modeling is also something 
that congeals the other traits into something visible and palpable within school settings 
and serves as a constant reminder of purpose and expectations.  This also means that 
principal visibility in and around the school is a necessity for the faculty and staff to 
observe the modeling (Grissom & Loeb, 2011).  A principal should be seen and create a 
“visible presence in day-to-day activities” and must “model behaviors consistent with the 
school’s vision” and “live and breathe their beliefs in education”.  The days of principals 
sitting in their offices doing paperwork and waiting for an unruly student to be sent to see 
them are certainly over (Whitaker, 1997). 
Lewis and Murphy in a 2008 brief prepared for the National College of School 
Leadership entitled Effective School Leadership: A brief review summarizing selected 
literature on the evidence for effective school leadership distilled the work of Leithwood, 
Riehl, Murray, Jantzi, and others into several core leadership practices: 
−Setting direction: vision, goals and high performance expectations  
−Developing people: individualized support/consideration, emotional understanding and 
support, intellectual stimulation and demonstrating  
−Redesigning the organization: building a collaborative culture, restructuring the 
organization, productive relations with families and communities, connecting school and 
the wider environment  
−Managing the learning program: staffing, providing teaching support, monitoring, 




−Leadership behaviors: optimistic, positive and improvement-oriented  
−Clear priorities and well-developed management structures and systems  
Leithwood, Harris and Hopkins in 2008 discussed their interpretation of the literature to 
produce the Seven Strong Claims About Successful School Leadership. These are:  
1.  School leadership is second only to classroom teaching as an influence on pupil 
learning. 
2.  Almost all successful leaders draw on the same repertoire of basic leadership 
practices. 
3.  The ways in which leaders apply these basic leadership practices – not the practices 
themselves – demonstrate responsiveness to, rather than dictation by, the contexts in 
which they work. 
4.  School leaders improve teaching and learning indirectly and most powerfully through 
their influence on staff motivation, commitment and working conditions. 
5.  School leadership has a greater influence on schools and students when it is widely 
distributed. 
6.  Some patterns of distribution are more effective than others. 
7.  A small handful of personal traits explains a high proportion of the variation in 
leadership effectiveness. 
Reese (2004) examined schools that were increasing student learning and showing an 





* displaying learning, in which school leaders exhibit the behavior they want teachers to 
display; 
* providing compelling reasons for others to learn (encouraging high expectations of 
students and high-level teaching for staff); and 
* creating a coaching environment for continuous growth that is safe, positive and 
supportive. 
 
Comparing sets of traits and principles that were distilled from a tremendous amount of 
empirical evidence allow for some immediate parallels between the studies.  When 
dissecting the research, these trends or variations of these sets of practices occur over and 
over. 
Another reoccurring theme in the literature is the need for a certain degree of 
emotional intelligence from a school administrator.  This factor alone has the potential to 
cause a highly skilled administrator with an exceptional skill set that lacks emotional 
intelligence to perform poorly while an individual with lesser skills may be able to far 
exceed their projected performance (Goleman, 2006).  In fact Goleman (1998) suggested 
that Emotional Intelligence matters twice as much as IQ (p.31).   
As we look at the best practices of communicating vision, developing people, 
providing reasons for others to learn, remaining optimistic, and others we become aware 
of the fact that many of these activities require an administrator to be able to foster 




immediate boost in student achievement, but a practice for long term sustainability of a 
culture of excellence.  Performance optimization can only occur through trust and a 
deeper interaction than that of employee and employer which is promoted through a 
developed and consistent monitoring of the pulse of the organization through a 
heightened emotional intelligence (Fullan, 1999).   
Goleman (1995) and Salavoy and Mayer (1993) articulated the five characteristics 
that make up emotional intelligence: 
1. Understanding one’s emotions; 
2. Knowing how to manage them; 
3. Emotional self-control, which includes the ability to delay gratification; 
4. Understanding others’ emotions or empathy; and  
5. Managing relationships 
All of these characteristics have the ability to allow an individual to serve as a 
role model as they personally model their emotional self-control or delay indulgence.  
This, in turn, could lead to admiration which will enhance their confidence in the leader.  
Trust is associated with higher levels of teacher performance and in due course student 
achievement (Bryk & Schneider, 2002; Hoy & Tschannen-Moran, 1999), and parent 
collaboration (Hoy & Tschannen-Moran, 1999). Conversely, low trust is associated with 
teacher burnout (Friedman, 1991). Also, the awareness of individual’s emotions increases 
the leader’s ability to realistically set goals and raise followers’ expectations to 





The parallels between these five characteristics and the majority of leadership best 
practices that have been enunciated in numerous papers shows a definitive connection 
between a leader’s emotional intelligence and ability to be an effective leader.  Barling, 
Slater and Kelloway showed that emotional intelligence is associated with three aspects 
of transformational leadership.  These aspects were idealized influence, inspirational 
motivation and individualized consideration and contingent reward.  They also 
demonstrated that active and passive management and laissez faire management were not 
associated with emotional intelligence (2000). 
The innate ability of someone exercising a good grasp of their emotional 
intelligence can heighten that productive multiplier if they are capable to couple it with 
charisma.  The phenomenon of the interactive nature of transformational leadership and 
an individual’s charisma is well documented (Awamleh & Gardner, 1999; Holloday & 
Coombs, 1994; & Hunt et al, 1999) .  Why are some individuals able to use those best 
practices, truly rally a faculty and staff around their vision and build those relationships 
necessary to perpetuate and execute that vision?   Leaders can use charisma to motivate 
followers, elicit emotional involvement and inspire, congeal their commitment and 
loyalty and build their followers’ self-esteem (Shamir et al, 1993).  As individuals have 
increased self-esteem their idea of what they are capable of accomplishing increases, goal 
setting becomes something that is anticipated and goals are set higher than previously 
thought possible.  This will ultimately improve productivity and increase student 
achievement (Locke & Latham, 2002). The shift to produce students who are critical 




building administrator to facilitate this shift.  Problem solving and critical thinking skills 
can only be taught by teachers whose energies and capacities are fully mobilized.  Only 
then can they nurture and motivate highly engaged learners. They must be motivated 
through their leaders (Fullan, 2002). 
 
Impact of Principal on Student Achievement 
The majority of the educational research community agrees that the leadership 
provided by school administrators has tremendous potential to effect school culture and 
student achievement (Water, et al, 2004; Heck, 2000; Quinn, 2002; Cotton, 2003; 
Witziers, et al, 2003).  Although that concept is almost universal, educational researchers 
generally agree that the direct and indirect impact that a school principal has on student 
achievement is difficult to quantify (Hallinger & Heck, 1996; Leithwood & Jantzi, 2000).   
Waters, Marzano and McNulty (2003) quantitatively showed that one standard 
deviation difference in demonstrated leadership ability is associated with as much as a 19 
percent increase in student achievement.  When you ponder the average high school 
student population in America is 752 students 
(https://nces.ed.gov/pubs2001/overview/table05.asp) it is amazing to think that one 
principal can potentially impact student achievement in that many students to that degree.  
This is encouraging when it is considered within the framework of a positive impact, but 
the reality is that the 19% variance can be a negative impact as well. The potential 
negative impact a leader can have on student achievement is a definite and proven reality 




miscalculate the magnitude of the change they are attempting to implement (Waters et al., 
2003). 
The literature also suggests that a strong leader in schools can have a greater 
impact on Historically Underachieving Groups.  Andrews and Soder (Andrews & Soder, 
1987) highlighted the impact on a strong transformational leader’s impact on student 
achievement and emphasized in the quantitative portion of their study a statistically 
greater influence on African American students and students of poverty.  This also 
magnifies the importance of the phenomenon of the traditional tenure of administrators in 
areas of poverty to be much lower when compared to other educational settings.  
Administrators get their initial experience in these areas and move to schools that are in 
more affluent settings and the cycle continues.  Continuity is needed for sustainable, 
meaningful change (Bishop, O'Sullivan, & Berryman, 2010). 
School principals are responsible for establishing a school culture that is 
conducive to teaching and learning in their schools (Fink & Resnick, 2001).  This 
relationship between the principal and culture is extremely significant because a definite 
correlation exists between culture and student achievement.  The literature suggests that a 
shift in culture will result in a paralleled shift in student performance (Fink & Resnick, 
2001; Watson, 2001).  The need to cultivate a support system in schools is imperative and 
an administrators creation of a sense of belonging for students is necessary to promote 
positive culture (Payne, 2008).This reality places a tremendous amount of responsibility 




garners little attention in administrator preparation programs (Hallinger & Leithwood, 
1996).   
Sustainable school reform is not accomplished through a principal selecting and 
implementing a new program or model.  The true change agent provides a change in 
culture and “effective leadership means more than simply knowing what to do it's 
knowing when, how, and why to do it” (Waters et al., 2003)  (Kytle & Bogotch, 2014).  
MacNeil, Prater and Busch do an exceptional job of highlighting the school principal’s 
influence on school culture: 
School principals who choose to lead rather than just manage must first understand the 
school’s culture. It is important to realize that culture is complex because it has very 
unique and idiosyncratic ways of working. When an organization has a clear 
understanding of its purpose, why it exists and what it must do and who it should serve 
the culture will ensure that things work well. When the complex patterns of beliefs, 
values, attitudes, expectations, ideas and behaviours in an organization are 
inappropriate or incongruent the culture will ensure that things work badly. Successful 
school principals comprehend the critical role that the organizational culture plays in 
developing a successful school. (MacNeil, Prater, & Busch, 2009) 
 
Boyer laid the foundation for this idea where schools with high achievement and a clear 
sense of community and positive culture were always coupled to the presence of a strong 
leader (Boyer, 1983).   
Arguably, the principal has the potential to impact student achievement through 
personnel decisions.  Dismissing poor performing teachers and replacing them with more 
effective teachers has the potential to quickly and effectively improve student 
achievement (Fuhr & Gary, 2015; Rivkin, Hanushek, & Kain, 2005).  Effective principal 




traditional approaches to teacher compensation that focus on experience and formal 
education (Rice, 2010).  These two pieces of information coupled together is a facet of a 
principal’s impact on student achievement that is worth considering.  While the process 
for dismissing teachers has a tremendous amount of variability based on the state, it is a 
daunting task no matter the location.  Principals who are willing to face this difficult 
function of their position will be providing their students with a better educational 
opportunity through a more capable teacher.  Quality instruction provided by adept 
teachers has a greater impact on student achievement than any other factor in the school 
(Rowe, 2004; Hanushek & Rivkin, 2006; Rothstein, 2008; Akiba, LeTendre, & Scribner, 
2007). 
Distributed Leadership 
Thirty years ago the activities of the school principal was the center of all research 
dealing with leadership (Bridges, 1982).  This research yielded a well-known conclusion 
that student achievement will suffer in the absence of a strong instructional leader as can 
be seen from the work of Berman and McLaughlin (1978), Lipham (1981) and Hallinger 
and Heck (1996) and Hallinger (2003).  The question then evolved into who can provide 
leadership in the school?  Comprehensive school reform (CSR) has been widely adopted 
by elementary schools across the United States as a whole school model to improve 
student achievement (Datnow, 2000).  Rowan, Camburn and Barnes (2004) suggested 
that 20% of all elementary schools had adopted some form of CSR.  This trend lead to 
more shared leadership models through the creation of more coach and instructional 




and consisted of three to seven people, and while leadership responsibilities were 
truncated, the lion’s share of influence of leadership both instructionally and culturally 
were on the shoulders of the principal (Scribner, et al, 2007).  Other shifts have occurred 
at all levels with PAR (Peer Assisted Review).  This has been a function of the building 
level administrators until recently and when implemented properly it has had tremendous 
positive repercussions for teachers nationwide (Goldstein & Noguera, 2006).  As these 
practices gain more and more popularity and acceptance the discovery of more 
opportunity for distributed leadership arises.   Educators are realizing that truly effective 
school leadership should not be the responsibility of one individual, however; it should be 
a cooperative effort involving a number of individuals--from the state level to the district 
level to the classroom.  The report, Making Sense of Leading Schools, states that schools 
need leadership in seven critical areas: instructional, cultural, managerial, human 
resources, strategic, external development and micro political. However, while principals 
are responsible for ensuring leadership occurs in all seven areas, they need not be the 
ones providing it all (Reese, 2004).  This distributed leadership is a function of growing 
capacity in the organization and also one of the key ingredients to long term 
sustainability.  Grow your own models are a trend that is catching on across the nation.  
Providing new and potential administrators the opportunity to explore administrative 
roles while having a mentor to help them in the process guarantees a pool of candidates 
that know the environment and are ready when the opportunity arises (Erickson, 2001). 
Hersey and Blanchard developed the widely known Situational Leadership Model 




(selling), encouraging and social (participating) and laisse-faire style (delegating) 
(Cairns, et al, 1998).  They proposed that a leader must assess the individual situations 
and provide an appropriate response from one of the styles.  The complexity of schools 
has caused principals to move past occasional brilliant flashes of leadership to methods of 
continued improvement (Kelly, et al, 2005).   This continual quest for improvement 
requires a continual process of personal improvement and continued commitment to 
continual academic improvement. The Situational Leadership Model works well for a 
school administrator since learning in context is one of the greatest opportunities for a 
principal to have professional growth (Whitaker, 2009).  Elmore (2000) also conveys that 
a key to success is “learning to do the right thing in the setting in which you work” (p. 
25).   The ability of a leader to have their finger on the pulse of their organization and 
determine their best course of action is paramount.  Each school is a unique, fluid 
dynamic entity that requires a personal, prescriptive plan.  What existing leadership 
theory has failed to capture is that leadership is a “complex, messy, and, at times, wholly 
non-rational activity that is value laden and value driven” (Day, et al, 2001, p.55).  That 










Almost 20 years ago transformational leadership was said to have reaped more 
pragmatic analysis than any current theory (Bass 1998) and it continues to be one of the 
most studied phenomenon in the social sciences.  Why?  The ability to transform a 
business, school, organization from a struggling entity to one that is measurably 
successful is a very complex and hopefully reproducible process.  Transformational 
Leadership’s emphasis in education came to the forefront as the emphasis on school 
reform and accountability demanded the principal become an agent of change and evolve 
past the role of a manager of the school (Marks & Printy, 2003). 
 The work of Leithwood, Schultz, Lewis, Murray, Riehl, Murray, Jantzi, Whitaker 
and others share common themes of the domains in which a transformational leader must 
operate within to bring about change in an educational environment.  When distilled, they 
are the ability to create a vision and mission, develop the people, redesign the 
organization and manage the learning environment. 
One of the most influential ways a leader can impact an organization is by setting 
direction.  By providing purpose, goals, visions and missions they become facilitative and 
influential and have the greatest opportunity to impact networks and structures that exist 
in the school culture (Hallinger and Heck, 1998).  Leithwood and Riehl (2001) identified 
setting direction as one of the most important aspects of the role of the school leader.  
This need to provide the school with an idea or goal that everyone can work toward is 




independence while being collaborative if centered on a common vision or mission 
(Sergiovanni, 2001). 
One of the crucial domains for a transformational leader is within the context of 
“developing the people”.  As was discussed earlier, the need for distributed leadership is 
a necessity for a sustainable model.  A leader must provide their faculty with the 
opportunity to grow and mature and embrace their personal roles and develop additional 
leadership roles within the organization.  Individuals who feel stifled or powerless will 
provide, at best, mediocre results while the inverse is exhibited in employees who feel 
empowered (Thomas and Velthouse, 1990).  This empowerment increases commitment, 
personal satisfaction and provides the basis for a positive cultural shift.  Shifts in best 
practices, instructional adjustments and personnel changes can have a tremendous impact 
on student achievement, but the only factor that has the ability to outlast the term of a 
transformational leader is a change in culture at the student, teacher and community 
levels.   
Redesigning the organization around a new set of ideals tends to be a very 
cumbersome task for most leaders.  As Hay suggests, the most difficult thing for business 
and education leaders is to build meaningful relationships within their buildings (2000).  
A speech to a faculty at the first faculty meeting, even a very motivational speech, is not 
going to create a shared belief around this new model.  This is a very time consuming 
practice for leaders because this is truly outside the normal day to day expectation of an 
already overworked position, but it is an integral part of school transformation and 




siloing within an organization is crucial.  Keeping your finger on the pulse of the 
developing, emerging culture is necessary to discover opportunities to praise positive 
behaviors that are perpetuating that mission while discouraging counterproductive actions 
within the organization. 
The ability to stimulate coworkers intellect revolves around building capacity 
within the organization and will motivate the teachers to be creative and become problem 
solvers.  This cultivation of individuals develops a new organization and allows the 
instructional program to be effectively implemented.  Providing teachers with pertinent 
and appropriate professional development and leadership responsibilities are two of the 
most effective ways to stimulate your faculty intellectually while promoting instructional 
innovation and distributed leadership.   Information distribution involves more than 
sending an emailed link to a new strategy or providing a blog or “Friday Focus”.  It is not 
the same as one-way transfer of information from one who knows to one who doesn't. 
Also, a ten minute discussion at an irregular staff meeting is not a substitute for sustained 
conversation that can link ideas to action. Instead, organizational learning calls for the 
construction of meaningful contexts and conditions under which new routines are 
practiced rather than merely discussed. Individual effort is expended in the learning and 
understanding of the new curriculum or instructional methodology. Organizationally, 
however, learners are also acquiring the embodied understanding of how to act 
collectively on the knowledge (Leithwood, 2002). 
Tichy and Devanna (1986) provided a very interesting interpretation of the theory 




Acts as if it were a play.  Act I would be recognizing the need for change.  Act II would 
be the creation of a vision and cultivating commitment to that vision.  The third and final 
Act is strategic planning for sustainable change.  Their findings showed that 
transformational leadership coupled with strategic planning must coexist to increase 
productivity.  All must coexist with the administrator being able to monitor and adjust to 
the uncertainties that all organizations must face (Day, et al, 2001.   
Again, when comparing their interpretation it still lends itself to the earlier 
discussions of the common themes that emerge in transformational leadership.  A leader 
must have the ability to create a vision, grow individuals and the total organization 
around that vision and ultimately manage the instructional program to ensure that the 
proper instruction is being provided to attain the organization’s goal.  It is a very 
complicated maze to navigate and few people possess the innate ability.  This is why it is 
encouraging that research supports the idea that managers can be trained to employ 
transformational leadership (Arnold et al, 2001).  The interesting twist to that 
determination is that the ideas of emotional intelligence and charisma could be taught as 
well (Cobb, 2000).  The Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire was developed by Bass 
and Avolio (1985) that identified charisma, personal consideration, and the ability to 
stimulate coworkers intellectually as three factors that directly relate to transformational 
leadership.  These can all be linked to earlier discussions concerning best practices of 
successful leaders.  A leader may have an excellent vision, mission, or direction that may 




cause their followers to embrace it then it will ultimately yield mediocre results.  Cultural 
change principals display palpable energy, enthusiasm and hope (Fullan, 2002).  
Personal consideration is directly linked to emotional intelligence.  Getting 
intimately involved in the personal lives of your followers is at the heart of school 
improvement.  Although, focusing on relationships is not a practice for an immediate 
boost in student achievement, it is a practice for long term sustainability of a culture of 
excellence (Whitaker, 1997)   
Leadership and School Climate 
The learning environment in any school is impacted primarily by the leadership 
and organizational theorists have long reported that a successful leader must be cognizant 
of the culture within their organization (MacNeil, Prater, & Busch, 2009).  The link to 
quality school leadership and increases in student achievement have been documented 
(Water, et al, 2004;Heck, 2000; Quinn, 2002; Cotton, 2003; Witziers, et al, 2003).  
Verona and Young (2001) demonstrated that principals who exhibited transformational 
leadership characteristics were shown to significantly affect passing rates on standardized 
testing (Verona & Young, 2001).  The ability of the leader to set direction, develop the 
people, develop the organization and develop the instructional program is essential for 
school improvement.  Employee frustration and negative attitudes are at the heart of 
teacher satisfaction and a healthy school climate.  Leaders who are able to implement 
best practices and understand leadership theory are able to reduce frustration and improve 




motivate faculties and be successful in their jobs must have access to a wide range of 
resources in their administrative toolbox (Leithwood & Jantzi, 1990). 
School culture involves having teachers who believe in students and provide a 
strong support system for their academic and personal development while having a strong 
set of shared goals (Kennedy et al, 2003).  This paradigm shift highlights Millers 
suggestion concerning the shift of focus of school reform from one of restructuring to that 
of reculturing (1998).  The need for fads and other programs that are generally looked 
upon as the panacea to school improvement should be secondary to that of understanding 
the current culture of a school and working to adjust that culture to a productive system. 
Osterman states that another strong factor of school culture is the cultivation of a strong 
connection students should feel for their school (2002).   
How much does culture matter?  1.16 % of variance in student achievement is 
attributed to school culture (Marzano, 2001).  Clearly defined rules and procedures, 
orderly atmosphere, positive interpersonal relationships and norms of civility are all 
indicators of a positive culture (Marzano, 2001).  Barton (2003) showed that an 
administrator and staff that provided a safe, well-disciplined environment showed higher 
student achievement.  Fullan (1991) illustrated how complex organizations inherently 
generate overload and fragmentation so it is up to the leader to be a coherence maker.  
They must forge coherence through their methods of checks and balances that are 
embedded in their interaction. 
An administrator can also play an important role in structuring the school with 




responsibilities (Fink, 2003).  This can resonate with a faculty and can be seen as 
allowing teachers to not be distracted with extraneous diversions.  An administrator 
ensuring that time spent on instruction is uninterrupted has the potential to see positive 
increases in student achievement (Daniels et al, 2001).  Marzano (2001) found that time 
accounts for 3.73 % of variability in student performance.  Administrators who 
emphasize a shared sense of responsibility for the learning of all students have a greater 
potential to see a positive impact on student achievement (Palardy, 2002).  That coupled 
with the identification of struggling students and support programs in place to help those 
students will foster a positive culture and increase student achievement (Bottoms, 
Presson, & Han, 2005). 
Principals should also emphasize the importance of collaboration among teachers.  
Collaboration and cooperation among teachers has been shown to account for a .08 
percent increase in student achievement (Marzano, 2001).  Professional learning 
communities are a great example of ways in which administrators can promote the 
collaboration of teachers.  Also, providing an environment in meetings where it is more 
discussion among the faculty instead of the administrator speaking to the group. 
Administrators should also attempt to provide a climate where teachers are 
encouraged to use data to make decisions.  This can be first modeled by the administrator 
and their own understanding of student data and how to use it to make decisions for the 
school.  According to Marzano (2001), collecting and analyzing data to determine student 
progress and drive curricular and instructional decisions account for 23.19% of variance 




constantly following student data to determine how effective the instruction being 
provided is coupled with ensuring that instruction is aligned with the curriculum is 
something that cannot be overlooked from an administrator’s standpoint.  Providing a 
culture that promotes these two areas are absolutely necessary for increases in student 
achievement. 
Sarason warned over three decades ago that educators had little to no hope of 
reversing the decline in student achievement without a close examination of the culture of 
schools in our education system.  This would need to be a foundational change that would 
have to occur if all other initiatives were to have any possibility of success (1982). 
Transforming a school from a poor performing school to a successful one is a 
complex model to navigate requiring a tremendous amount of both hard and soft skills.  It 
almost seems insurmountable for a young leader when faced with a school that needs 
massive overhauls to improve student achievement.  Where do you turn for help?  Freie 
and Eppley (2014) highlighted the efforts of the What Works Clearinghouse as a best 
practices resource constructed through the U. S. Department of Education as an example 
of how schools are oversimplified into an entity that can be changed and sustained 
through a set of “best practices”.  We know schools are a very complex organization and 
what works in one location may or may not work in a different setting.    Lethal mutation 
of all practices is a realistic possibility (Brown and Campione, 1996).  Leaders need 
specific training on how to develop and use these skills to provide transformational 
leadership within all of our schools.  Change the culture, change the school.  The best 




through a faculty not ready to change (Fullan, 2002)   Spikes and statistical anomalies in 
student performance can occur in any organization.  The true test of success is the 
sustainability of a system even in the absence of the leader.  Sustainable leadership is not 
an accident.  It is something that is orchestrated and planned from the first day a school 
leader is hired.  They should attempt to ensure that even after they are gone they have 
created a lasting legacy that will survive beyond their employment (Hargreaves & Fink, 
2000).  As Collins and Lazier (1992) suggests, great leaders must go beyond performance 
standards and build “enduring greatness”.                                        
   
Chapter Summary 
 Chapter Two presents an overview of the existing literature for this research 
study.  A review of the purpose of education, the importance of middle school and the 
challenges a rural school of poverty faces were presented.  An extensive examination of 
the principles of effective school leadership and the impact of the principal on student 
achievement dovetailed into the use of distributed and transformational leadership in 
school settings which framed the final discussion of the impact of the school leader on 
school climate.  Chapter Three provides a description of the research design and 











This chapter presents a description of the research methodology selected for this 
mixed-method case study.  This chapter presents a statement of the problem, the purpose 




 School leaders are faced with more pressures than they have ever experienced in 
the history of education.  Increasing demands for higher student achievement with 
decreasing budgets are the norm for education in every state in America.  A tremendous 
amount of education and preparation are required to produce an individual who is 
qualified for the principalship.  An administrator can have a wonderful grasp of school 
finance, law, personnel, operations, facilities, curriculum and instruction and still not be 
successful.  The one area where leaders are not receiving adequate training in is in 
recognizing school culture and using strategies that will improve the attitudes of 
stakeholders.  Many models of leadership exist without adequate attention to the 
emotional and personal dimensions of the organization and until those are addressed in 
their context to culture, positive shift will be very slow if not nonexistent (Goleman, 






 The purpose of this study is to quantitatively determine the influence that changes 
in leadership have on school culture in a school that had a tremendous increase in student 
performance on standardized testing.  The qualitative portion of this study will focus on 
interviewing the leader of the school with an instrument developed based on the 
quantitative findings.  Practitioners will be provided with a list of best practices that have 
the potential to improve school culture and ultimately student achievement as a result of 
this research. 
Research Questions 
This mixed methods single case study included one overarching research 
question: What administrative practices did a transformational leader employ that had the 
greatest impact on improving school culture in a rural, school of poverty? 
The quantitative questions guiding this investigation were: 
1. Did the student achievement at Clear Creek Middle School increase with a 
change in leadership over the last eight years? 
2. Was the shift in student achievement accompanied by a shift in school 
culture? 
3. Which domain of transformational leadership (setting direction, 
developing the people, developing the organization, and managing the 
instructional environment) had the greatest change over time?  
Research questions for the qualitative phase included: 
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1. What practices does the administrator feel had the greatest impact on their
school in regards to culture and student achievement?
2. Did the quantitative findings coincide with what the administrator felt
instigated a shift in culture?
3. How does the administrator view school culture?
Demographics 
Clear Creek Middle School was recognized as being the “Most Improved Middle 
School in the State” in 2013.  The improvement, as measured by the school’s Absolute 
Index has been consistent for the last 4 years (Figure 3.1)  This improvement was also 
made in the face of two of the most daunting educational settings for increasing 
performance in our nation:  a school of poverty in a rural environment (Malhoit, 2005; 
Marzano, 2001).   
Figure 3.1-Longitudinal Absolute Index 
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Student Demographics 
Clear Creek Middle School houses grades 6-8.  Of the 602 students served in the 
2013-2014 school year, 63.29% of the students attending the school qualify for free or 
reduced lunch.  The school had a 93.2% attendance rate compared to a median attendance 
rate of 95.3% for the state.  22.8% of the students are served in the gifted and talented 
program compared to a state average of 19.4%.  Students with disabilities comprise 13% 
of the population compared to the 12.8% average for the state.  Retentions account for 
6.4% of the students being older than usual for their current grade while the state average 
is 4.5%.  The state has an average of 0.4% of students who are suspended or expelled for 
violent and/or criminal offenses while Clear Creek Middle School has a slightly higher 
average at 0.7%.  The annual dropout rate was 0.2% compared to 0% for the state.  27.4% 
of the school’s population are enrolled in courses for high school credit compared to a 
26% state average.  The number of parents attending conferences dipped from the 2012-
2013 school year with only 97% of the parents attending conferences for their child 
compared to 99.7% the previous year.  This is significantly lower than the state average 
of 99%.  100% of the students taking End of Course (EOC) tests passed in Algebra I 
while only 95.3% passed English I.  The school’s racial demographic breakdown can be 
found below in Table 3.1.  
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Native Hawaiian or 
Other Pacific Islander White White 
F M F M M F Total 
2 2 2 0 79 66 180 
2 5 3 1 95 74 194 
2 3 1 1 84 83 200 
Teacher Demographics 
55.3% of the teachers at Clear Creek Middle School have advanced degrees when 
compared to a state average of 61.3% at the middle school level.  An interesting note is 
that only 60.5% of the faculty is on continuing contract which is a decrease from 78.9% 
the previous year and well below the state average of 75.9%.  82.8% of the teachers who 
were at Clear Creek Middle School for the 2012-2013 school year returned to work the 
following year compared to a state average of 85.4%.  Middle Schools across the state 
have an average teacher attendance rate of 95.2% while CCMS boasts a 97.8% teacher 
attendance rate.  The average teacher salary is $43,821 which is significantly less than the 
state average teacher salary for middle school teachers at $47,081.  Teachers at CCMS 
also received considerably less professional development time when compared to their 
colleagues at 8.5 days compared to 10.6 days. 





Table 3.2- Longitudinal Absolute and Growth Ratings 
Year Absolute Rating Growth Rating 
2010 Average Average 
2011 Average Average 
2012 Average Average 
2013 Good Excellent 
2014 Excellent Excellent 
   
Clear Creek Middle School also received a 94.4 percent overall weighted points 
total which translates to an “A” on an A-F scale for Federal Accountability Rating 
System.  In July 2013, the South Carolina Department of Education was granted a waiver 
from several accountability requirements of the Federal Elementary and Secondary 
Education Act (ESEA). This waiver allowed SC to replace the former pass/fail system 
with one that utilizes more of the statewide assessments already in place and combine 
these subject area results with graduation rate (in high schools) to determine if each 
school met the target or made progress toward the target. This analysis results in a letter 




 This sequential, emergent mixed-method case study was designed with a 




interview protocol for the qualitative portion of the study.  An exploratory data analysis 
was performed on the initial data where the percentage of individuals who agreed and 
strongly agreed were graphed and the percentages were compared before and after a 
change in leadership.  This analysis indicated the need for a more in depth analysis of the 
longitudinal data.  This was accomplished through the use of a change analysis of the 
slopes for the questions grouped according to domain and for individual questions within 
the domain.  These data sets were plotted on a regression plot, fitted with a line and the 
slopes of the lines were compared to determine the degree each shifted and were 
compared using parameter estimates and ANOVA.   
A preliminary statistical analysis was done during the pilot study from the results 
of the teacher survey that is administered each year for the state report card.  The 
percentage of individuals who agreed and strongly agreed with each item was graphed 
over a longitudinal period of four years which coincided with a change in leadership and 
a shift in student achievement.  An example of this initial analysis can be seen below 
(Figure 3.2).   


















The first step was to perform exploratory data analysis of the graphed data.  An 
Exploratory Data Analysis (EDA) requires the researcher to examine the data files, 
possibly before all of the data has been collected or even entered, to get an idea of what is 
there.  EDA can lead to a researcher pursuing even more data collection and analysis, or 
it can show them that nothing of any substance is there and there is no need to pursue the 
study (Tukey, 1977).  The Exploratory Data Analysis was conducted with two colleagues 
to determine if, in fact, a noticeable change had occurred in any of the areas that are 
addressed on the survey administered by the state.  If none existed one would conclude 
that this would not be a useful assessment in gauging any changes in teacher perceptions 
for this study, or that no change actually occurred. 
A list of four best domains was produced from distillation of the work of Leithwood, 
Schultz, Lewis,  Murray, Riehl, Murray, Jantzi, Whitaker and others.  These domains 
were used at the framework to categorize the teacher survey questions.  These areas were: 
S Domain - Setting Direction 
D Domain - Developing People 
R Domain - Redesigning the Organization 
M Domain - Managing the Learning Environment 
A team of two researchers then reviewed each of the fifty-five questions to determine 
which domain each question fit into.  The domains for each question can be found in 






Table 3.3-Longitudinal Questions by Domain 
Domain Q# Question 
R 1 My school provides challenging instructional programs for students. 
S 2 
Teachers at my school effectively implement the State Curriculum 
Standards. 
S 3 
Teachers at my school focus instruction on understanding, not just 
memorizing facts. 
S 4 Teachers at my school have high expectations for students' learning. 
M 5 
There is a sufficient amount of classroom time allocated to instruction 
in essential skills. 
M 6 
Student assessment information is effectively used by teachers to plan 
instruction. 
M 7 
Effective instructional strategies are used to meet the needs of low 
achieving students. 
M 8 My school offers effective programs for students with disabilities. 
M 9 
Instructional strategies are used to meet the needs of academically 
gifted students. 
D 10 The level of teacher and staff morale is high at my school. 
D 11 Teachers respect each other at my school. 
D 12 Teachers at my school are recognized and appreciated for good work. 
R 13 Students at my school are motivated and interested in learning. 
M 14 
There are sufficient materials and supplies available for classroom and 
instructional use. 
M 15 Our school has a good selection of library and media material. 
M 16 Our school has sufficient computers for instructional use. 
M 17 Computers are used effectively for instruction at my school. 
D 18 
There are relevant professional development opportunities offered to 
teachers at my school. 
S 19 
The school administration communicates clear instructional goals for 
the school. 
S 20 The school administration sets high standards for students. 
S 21 
The school administration has high expectations for teacher 
performance. 
S 22 The school administration provides effective instructional leadership. 
M 23 
Student assessment information is used to set goals and plan programs 
for my school. 
D 24 Teacher evaluation at my school focuses on instructional improvement. 
M 25 School administrators visit classrooms to observe instruction. 






I AM SATISFIED WITH THE LEARNING ENVIRONMENT IN MY 
SCHOOL. 
M 28 The grounds around my school are kept clean. 
M 29 The hallways at my school are kept clean. 
M 30 The bathrooms at my school are kept clean. 
M 31 The school building is maintained well and repaired when needed. 
M 32 There is sufficient space for instructional programs at my school. 
M 33 Students at my school behave well in class. 
M 34 
Students at my school behave well in the hallways, in the lunchroom, 
and on school grounds. 
S 35 Rules and consequences for behavior are clear to students. 
S 36 The rules about how students should behave in my school are fair. 
M 37 The rules for behavior are enforced at my school. 
M 38 I feel safe at my school before and after school hours. 
M 39 I feel safe at my school during the school day. 
M 40 I feel safe going to or coming from my school. 
R 41 Students from different backgrounds get along well at my school. 
R 42 Teachers and students get along well with each other at my school. 
R 43 Teachers at my school collaborate for instructional planning. 
G 44 
I AM SATISFIED WITH THE SOCIAL AND PHYSICAL 
ENVIRONMENT AT MY SCHOOL. 
R 45 Parents at my school are aware of school policies. 
R 46 Parents at my school know about school activities. 
R 47 Parents at my school understand the school's instructional programs. 
R 48 Parents at my school are interested in their children's schoolwork. 
R 49 
Parents at my school support instructional decisions regarding their 
children. 
R 50 Parents attend conferences requested by teachers at my school. 
R 51 Parents at my school cooperate regarding discipline problems. 
R 52 Parents attend school meetings and other school events. 
R 53 Parents participate as volunteer helpers in the school or classroom. 
R 54 Parents are involved in school decisions through advisory committees. 





The responses to the individual questions were converted from percentages into a Likert 
Scale format with the following coding:  Strongly Disagree = -2, Disagree = -1, Agree = 
1, and Strongly Agree = 2.  This allowed the result of each question to be converted into 
an “agree score” to compare the variability of responses for each question as well as the 
domains for each area of leadership using the following formula: 
(:sd * -2 + :d * -1 + :ma * 1 + :a * 2) / 100 
The agree score was used in the regression analysis.  Years were also categorized 
as “a” or “b” based on whether it was collected before or after the introduction of new 
administration.  The converted data set can be found in Appendix A. 
 JMP 11 statistical software was used to prepare graphs that plotted the agree 
scores for each questions over time.  The individual questions were the data points in the 
graph and the domain means were connected with a fitted polynomial line.  A line of the 
students’ achievement for the same period of time was also included in the graph.  The 
following JMP 11 Script was used to produce the graph of the individual responses from 
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The Absolute Index for each of the years in the longitudinal study (refer to Figure 2) was 
algebraically converted into a corresponding “agree score” that was on the same scale as 
the data set.  This line was also added to the data set and graphed to determine if a 
parallel change in student achievement occurred with the potential changes in agree 






The mean agree score of each of the Domains were used in a regression analysis 
to compare the slope of agree scores before and after a change in leadership occurred.  
The model for this regression analysis was agree score = intercept + slope + change in 
intercepts before and after + change in slope before and after.  The change analysis was 
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Figure 3.3-Change Analysis for Domain Means JMP 11 Model Dialog 
 
 The statistical test of the model term “change in slope before and after” was of 
greatest interest.  If this term was statistically different from zero, there was sufficient 
evidence to conclude that the change in leadership corresponded to a change in the agree 
score trend.  
Once these graphs and analyses were fully explored for the domain means, the 
change in slope with regards to individual questions was also performed.  The change 







Figure 3.4-Change Analysis for Individual Questions JMP 11 Model Dialog 
 
 The regression analyses results of the individual questions were compared to 
determine which questions had the greatest change in agree score trend.  The estimated 
change in slope, as well as the p-values for individual questions were compiled.  The p-
values sorted based on three ranges.  The first range were those individual questions that 
had a p-value of .01-.05 and were considered a significant change in agree score 
trend(Fisher, 1934), a .05-.10 p-value was considered a moderately significant change in 
agree score trend and additional data points would possibly be needed to determine if the 
change is truly significant (Cohen, 1992). 
 The table of these results was used to determine which domains had the greatest 
frequency  of questions with significant or moderately significant changes.  For questions 
that exhibited a significant change the estimated slope changes were also studied and 




After distilling the results from the change analysis, the questions from the initial 
State Report Card survey were reconstructed into a secondary survey that was 
administered to the current faculty.  These questions were equally distributed within the 
four domains known to bring about a change in school culture and were presented in the 
same Likert scale format used in the survey for the longitudinal portion.  Five questions 
from each of the four domains were created to capture the current teachers perception of 
the transformational leadership attributes of their principal.  The survey was administered 
online using Surveymonkey.  A link to the survey was sent to participants and responses 
were recorded anonymously through the website. 
Once the data were collected from the secondary survey it was converted into an 
agree score using the same procedure that was used in the survey administered by the 
State Department of Education to help in the ease of comparisons of the results.  This 
data set was analyzed using Analysis of variance (ANOVA).  ANOVA is a statistical 
model used in order to analyze the differences among group means.  This will allow for 
the comparison of each of the questions within each of the contexts to determine which 
individual questions had the greatest variability when compared to the mean as well as 
which context had the highest  agree score means when compared internally. The JMP 11 












Compilation of the results of the longitudinal and secondary surveys were used to 
drive the qualitative portion.  All of the questions that were above the mean agree score 
from the secondary survey were placed into a table and grouped according to their 
domain.  The individual questions whose change analysis parameter p-values fell into the 
.01-.05 and .05-.10 range from the longitudinal change analysis were grouped with the 
corresponding domain questions from the secondary survey.  These grouped questions 
from the change over time as well as the current year secondary survey will be used to 
create the questions used in the qualitative portion of the study. 
Qualitative Design 
The qualitative data was collected through the use of a semi-structured interview 
protocol designed to capture the administrator’s perceptions of the school culture, 
strategies he employs to impact culture and to determine if his opinion of individual 
questions parallel the perceptions of the teacher.  The researcher was also open to the 
interview itself deviating from the protocol to glean information that may not be captured 
using only the questions developed for the interview.  Creswell’s protocol for interviews 
Oneway( 
 Y( :agree score ), 
 X( :CONTEXT ), 
 Name( "Means/Anova" )(1), 





was used and included follow-up on key questions, dictation, and digitally recording all 
of the sessions for later review (1994).   
A one and one half hour session was scheduled with the building level 
administrator with another one hour session scheduled for follow-up, if needed.  The 
session was recorded and transcribed.  This transcript was then reviewed multiple times 
and coded based on the four domains that are known to impact school culture.   
Comments from the administrator that were in the context of the S Domain which 
encompasses setting direction for the school, creating a vision, setting high performance 
expectations for students and teachers, providing clear priorities and well-developed 
management structures and systems were color coded red.  Comments from the 
administrator that were in the context of the D Domain which encompasses 
individualized support and consideration from the administrator, emotional understanding 
and support, intellectual stimulation and modelling were color coded green.  Comments 
from the administrator that were in the context of the R Domain which encompasses 
building a collaborative culture, restructuring the organization, productive relations with 
families and communities, and connecting school and the wider environment were color 
coded blue.  Finally, comments from the administrator that were in the context of the M 
Domain which encompasses staffing, providing teaching support, monitoring, and 
buffering staff from distractions to core work were color coded purple.   
Once the data collection phase was completed all of the data was compared.  The 




based on domain were compared to identify similarities in each of the domains.  The 
process of using three different approaches and triangulating data ensures that the study 
will be accurate and credible because it draws from various sources of information and 
more than one process for garnering evidence to help draw inferences (Creswell, 2005). 
 
Chapter Summary 
Presented in this chapter was a description of the research design and methodology 
for this study.  This study was designed with a quantitative phase that involved a 
longitudinal portion that utilized data over a seven year period that related to teacher 
perceptions of culture in a rural school of poverty through the use of a change analysis.  
This lead to the development and distribution of a secondary survey to capture a snapshot 
of the current teachers views of certain important issues that were distilled from the 
results of the longitudinal study.  Analysis of variance was used to compare the agree 
scores from the secondary survey.  Interpretation of the data from the quantitative portion 
helped develop the interview protocol for the qualitative portion of this sequential, 









This chapter will present the findings from each of the three phases of the study.  
First, an overview of the study is provided. Next, the findings from the quantitative and 
qualitative portions of the study are presented. The presentation of findings includes the 
data from the change analysis of the longitudinal portion for context means as well as the 
change analysis of the individual questions from the survey.  Also included is the analysis 
of the secondary survey through the analysis of variance.  Finally, comments from the 
qualitative portion coded to their respective means are presented from the transcript of 
the semi-structured interview with the building administrator.  
 
Overview of the Study 
The study was conducted in three stages: 1) a change analysis was performed on 
longitudinal data measuring teacher satisfaction with school climate, and culture in 
relation to student performance; 2) teacher satisfaction surveys were created using 
variables identified during the change analysis to confirm and further distill results from 
the longitudinal study; and 3) a semi-structured interview was conducted with the 
principal to discern his perceptions of how he has impacted culture and how culture 
impacts student achievement.  
Data for the change analysis was collected from teacher’s responses to the State 




2015.  These data were graphed according to context to examine the change in perception 
over time; individual questions were compared using a change analysis of the slopes 
before the introduction of a new leader and after the new individual became principal.  
These individual questions were sorted based on their p-values in regards to their 
statistical significance.  Questions that exhibited changes in slope while maintaining 
statistically significant p-values (.01-.05 range) received priority when developing 
questions for the secondary survey.  The secondary survey served as a snapshot of the 
current teacher’s perceptions and the responses were converted to agree scores for ease of 
comparison; the means of these responses were compared using an analysis of variance 
(ANOVA).  The data from both quantitative phases was used to prepare questions for the 
qualitative phase.  An open-ended interview protocol was developed to collect the 
administrator’s perceptions of the school culture, strategies he employed to impact 
culture and to determine if his opinion of individual questions parallel the perceptions of 
the teacher.  The script from this phase was then coded using the S, D, R and M Domain 
contexts as the framework within which administrator comments were grouped.  The 
triangulation of the data from all three phases was used to add validity to the inferences 
that were drawn and conclusions that were made. 
 
Analysis of Longitudinal Data 
 
The quantitative portion of this study involved a longitudinal data set and a 




portion assessed the shift in culture using 55 climate based questions that were 
administered each year by the State Department of Education since 1998.  These 
questions were administered to all schools in South Carolina for accountability purposes 
for the State Report Card.   
The data for the longitudinal study was converted to an agree score from 2008-2015 
using the following formula for each of the 55 questions: 
 
                     (:d * -2 + :md * -1 + :ma * 1 + :a * 2) / 100 
 
The compiled data set can be found in Appendix A.  These 55 converted agree 
scores were then entered into JMP 11 software for each year from 2008-2015.  The data 
were grouped according to the year it was collected and categorized as “a” or “b” based 
on whether it was collected before or after the introduction of new administration.  The 
graph that was produced represented the individual responses to questions over time with 
regards to context.  The mean of these points in each year were then fitted with a 
polynomial line to show the changes in each of the domains over time.  This graph is 










The domains represented in the legend of the graph are: 
 
S = Setting Direction 
D = Developing People 
R = Redesigning the Organization 
M = Managing the Learning Environment 







Upon examination of the graph it was clear that changes in the teachers’ agree 
score occurred in all four domains over the eight year period, with the most positive 
changes occurring following the introduction of a new principal after 2012.   
The next step was to determine if a comparable change in student achievement 
accompanied the change in leadership and associated change in agree scores.  This was 
accomplished by graphing the mean Absolute Index Score for Clear Creek Middle School 
over the same period.  This Absolute Index Score is a composite number generated from 
the standardized test scores of every child in the school.   The process of providing a 
numeric composite score began in 2009 so an Absolute Index data point was not 
available for 2008.  This 1-5 scale was algebraically converted to a comparable range for 
the agree scores so the information could be graphed together.  The Absolute Index Score 
was labeled AI in the graph that can be found in Figure 4.2. 






This graph suggests that the changes in the agree score for the contexts occurred 
with corresponding changes in the Absolute Index Score.  The change in agree scores and 
the change in student achievement parallel one another. 
 
Change Analysis by Domain Means 
The means of each context were calculated and a change analysis for each of the 
domain means was performed for all corresponding longitudinal data.   The data set for 
this comparison can be found in Appendix C.  The JMP Output for these comparisons of 
the contexts are found below (Figure 4.3) and the results for this analysis were compiled 
and presented in Table 4.1.  The JMP output of the change analysis by domain means can 
be found in Appendix D.   
Figure 4.3 - Change Analysis JMP Output for Domain Means 
















D -0.31108 0.41692 0.728 0.0305 
 









Context Slope B Slope A Δ Slope p-Value 
M -0.1538 0.2476 0.4014 0.0251 
 
      

























R -0.2358 0.2027 0.4385 0.0651 
 





Context Slope B Slope A Δ Slope p-Value 
S -0.2827 0.3824 0.6651 0.0229 
 
 




Context Slope B Slope A Δ Slope p-Value 
G -0.3126 0.3685 0.6811 0.0265 
 
 
















Table 4.1 – Comparison of Change Analysis of Each Domain 
Context Slope B Slope A Δ Slope p-Value 
D -0.31108 0.41692 0.728 0.0305 
M -0.1538 0.2476 0.4014 0.0251 
R -0.2358 0.2027 0.4385 0.0651 
S -0.2827 0.3824 0.6651 0.0229 
G -0.3126 0.3685 0.6811 0.0265 
     
The data found in Table 4.1 shows the changes in slopes before (Slope B) and 
after (Slope A) the introduction of a new leader and also lists the p-values of each 
Domain.  The D Domain which relates to developing the people had a change in slope of 
.728 with a significance level of .0305.  The M Domain which relates to managing the 
learning environment has a change in slope of .4014 with a significance level of .0251.  
The R Domain which relates to redesigning the organization has a change in slope of 
.4385 with a significance level of .0651.  The D Domain which relates to developing the 
people has a change in slope of .6651 with a significance level of .0229.   
Domain D and S had the greatest amount of variability in the slopes of the lines 
before the introduction of a new leader and after the introduction of a new leader. When 
compared to the other domains in the longitudinal portion of the study.  Domains R and 
M had similar changes in slope over time, but the p-value of R was greater than that of 
the other Domains.  G represented the three general questions concerning satisfaction 
with home school relations, learning environment and social and physical condition of 
the school.  While G was not of particular interest in this study it was examined to 




captured changed over time.  After examination of the data it is undeniable that a change 
in mean agree score had occurred for each of the domains. 
 
Change Analysis of Individual Questions 
 
Examination of these graphs suggested the need to perform a change analysis of 
the individual questions to determine which questions exhibited the most significant 
shifts before and after the introduction of a new leader.  The questions were grouped 
according to the time in which they were collected.  Responses before 2012 were labeled 
“b” to represent they were recorded before a change in leadership while 2012 and later 
responses were labeled “a” for after the introduction of a new leader.  The change 
analysis of the modified data set was then graphed using JMP 11.  An example of the 
accompanying graph and data set can be seen in Figure 4.4.  All of the change analysis 



















Figure 4.4 – Sample Change Analysis Regression Plot and Corresponding Data 












Term   Estimate Std Error t Ratio Prob>|t| 
Intercept  0.87755 0.504088 1.74 0.1567 
Year  0.039 0.042989 0.91 0.4156 
shift[a]   -0.04375 0.0985  -0.44 0.6799 
(Year-11.5)*shift[a]  0.1736 0.042989 4.04 0.0156* 
 
 
The parameter estimates for the change in slopes for each line ((Year-
11.5*shift[a]) and p-values were collected and sorted based on three ranges.  The first 
range were those questions that had a p-value of .01-.05 and were considered extremely 
significant, a .05-.10 p-value was considered moderately significant and additional data 
points would possibly be needed to determine if truly significant.  P-values of >.10 all 











too variable to garner validity.  These corresponding changes in slopes and 
accompanying p-values were compiled in Table 4.2.   
 
Table 4.2 – Change Analysis of Longitudinal Individual Questions Data  
Domain Q# Δ Slope p-value Question 
R 1 0.1736 0.0156 
My school provides challenging instructional programs 
for students. 
M 6 0.1705 0.0021 
Student assessment information is effectively used by 
teachers to plan instruction. 
S 4 0.14225 0.0085 
Teachers at my school have high expectations for 
students' learning. 
D 24 0.25735 0.0145 
Teacher evaluation at my school focuses on instructional 
improvement. 
R 43 0.3626 0.0184 
Teachers at my school collaborate for instructional 
planning. 
S 22 0.5622 0.0187 
The school administration provides effective instructional 
leadership. 
G 27 0.446 0.019 
I AM SATISFIED WITH THE LEARNING 
ENVIRONMENT IN MY SCHOOL. 
M 25 0.51785 0.0213 
School administrators visit classrooms to observe 
instruction. 
R 26 0.57415 0.022 
The school administration arranges for collaborative 
planning and decision making. 
M 40 0.1079 0.0231 I feel safe going to or coming from my school. 
S 3 0.0928 0.0254 
Teachers at my school focus instruction on 
understanding, not just memorizing facts. 
S 20 0.4734 0.027 
The school administration sets high standards for 
students. 
M 38 0.12055 0.0279 I feel safe at my school before and after school hours. 
R 47 0.2157 0.0286 
Parents at my school understand the school's instructional 
programs. 
S 21 0.33215 0.0287 
The school administration has high expectations for 
teacher performance. 
D 10 0.6661 0.0296 
The level of teacher and staff morale is high at my 
school. 
S 19 0.4923 0.0303 
The school administration communicates clear 
instructional goals for the school. 
M 37 0.56305 0.0309 The rules for behavior are enforced at my school. 





M 33 0.35495 0.0325 Students at my school behave well in class. 
M 23 0.2162 0.0373 
Student assessment information is used to set goals and 
plan programs for my school. 
S 35 0.51645 0.0396 
Rules and consequences for behavior are clear to 
students. 
S 36 0.26735 0.04444 
The rules about how students should behave in my school 
are fair. 
G 55 0.29975 0.0458 
I AM SATISFIED WITH HOME AND SCHOOL 
RELATIONS. 
M 34 0.4163 0.0467 
Students at my school behave well in the hallways, in the 
lunchroom, and on school grounds. 
R 45 0.13045 0.049 Parents at my school are aware of school policies. 
G 44 0.02759 0.0509 
I AM SATISFIED WITH THE SOCIAL AND 
PHYSICAL ENVIRONMENT AT MY SCHOOL. 
M 7 0.17755 0.0512 
Effective instructional strategies are used to meet the 
needs of low achieving students. 
M 39 0.14965 0.0537 I feel safe at my school during the school day. 
M 5 0.152 0.0557 
There is a sufficient amount of classroom time allocated 
to instruction in essential skills. 
M 9 0.122 0.0588 
Instructional strategies are used to meet the needs of 
academically gifted students. 
M 14 0.25185 0.059 
There are sufficient materials and supplies available for 
classroom and instructional use. 
R 51 0.2904 0.0598 
Parents at my school cooperate regarding discipline 
problems. 
D 11 0.27695 0.0692 Teachers respect each other at my school. 
S 2 0.10455 0.0706 
Teachers at my school effectively implement the State 
Curriculum Standards. 
D 18 0.184 0.0729 
There are relevant professional development 
opportunities offered to teachers at my school. 
M 16 0.29405 0.0731 Our school has sufficient computers for instructional use. 
R 13 0.4013 0.0732 
Students at my school are motivated and interested in 
learning. 
R 52 0.22845 0.0798 Parents attend school meetings and other school events. 
M 17 0.21185 0.0832 
Computers are used effectively for instruction at my 
school. 
R 42 0.12815 0.0867 
Teachers and students get along well with each other at 
my school. 
M 15 0.0742 0.0909 
Our school has a good selection of library and media 
material. 





R 46 0.1389 0.0916 Parents at my school know about school activities. 
M 8 0.0687 0.0929 
My school offers effective programs for students with 
disabilities. 
R 49 0.19615 0.1205 
Parents at my school support instructional decisions 
regarding their children. 
M 31 0.16095 0.1251 
The school building is maintained well and repaired 
when needed. 
R 41 0.12645 0.1295 
Students from different backgrounds get along well at my 
school. 
M 28 0.09155 0.1357 The grounds around my school are kept clean. 
M 29 0.0698 0.1694 The hallways at my school are kept clean. 
R 48 0.19045 0.171 
Parents at my school are interested in their children's 
schoolwork. 
M 32 0.09815 0.186 
There is sufficient space for instructional programs at my 
school. 
R 54 0.13845 0.2966 
Parents are involved in school decisions through advisory 
committees. 
M 30 0.026 0.5455 The bathrooms at my school are kept clean. 
R 53 0.0634 0.7491 







The information from the longitudinal study, literature review and instruments 
known to measure school culture were all distilled into the secondary survey.  This was 
done to create a “snapshot” of the current faculties’ perceptions of factors known to 
impact culture.  Another function of the secondary survey was to compare teacher 
responses in the final distribution of the longitudinal survey to the secondary survey 
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responses to determine if the responses to individual questions and contexts were 
reproducible in another survey. 
Primarily, the secondary survey was developed using the questions from the 
longitudinal survey that showed significance and exhibited the most extreme shifts in 
culture.  The twenty questions used for the secondary survey were equally distributed 
within each of the four domains.  The secondary survey used the same agree ranges 
(Disagree, Mostly Disagree, Mostly Agree, Agree and Don’t Know) as the longitudinal 
portion.  The responses were converted using the same process mentioned earlier for ease 
of comparison between the longitudinal and secondary portions of the survey. The 
secondary survey can be found in Figure 4.5.   
The survey was administered to the faculty and responses were grouped by 
context and the context means were compared using ANOVA.  The accompanying graph 
generated from the data set can be found in Figure 4.6 while the corresponding key can 
be found in Table 4.3.  The complete data set can be found in Appendix F. 
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Figure 4.5 – Secondary Survey 
80 
Figure 4.6 - Oneway Analysis of Agree Score by Domain 
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Table 4.3 – Key for Figure 4.6 
A need to sort the individual data into a uniformed way of interpreting it resulted 
in the development of Table 4.4 which is found below.  The information from the 
Secondary Survey was dissected and all data points that were above the mean agree score 
for of all responses from the secondary survey were transferred with their accompanying 
contextual assignment.  This data was coupled with the questions from the longitudinal 
portion from the same context being populated in Table 4.3 with regard to their 
corresponding p-value of .01-.05 (extremely significant) or .05-.10 (moderately 
significant).  This allowed for the data to be more easily compared from the secondary 
survey and the longitudinal portion for inference purposes. 
SYMBOL CONTEXT QUESTION
1 M The school and grounds are clean and maintained
2 R Teachers collaboratively plan within and across grade levels
3 R Teachers and students get along well with each other at my school
4 M Student data is consistently monitored and evaluated
5 D Pertinent professional development is offered at my school
6 R The school has a positive relationship with families and the community
7 R Our principal cultivates a collaborative culture
8 S My principal will redirect me if I am not doing what is expected
9 S My principal set high expectations for student achievement
+ D My principal recognizes individuals for good work
X D My principal models what he expects of the teachers (on time, work ethic, etc.)
M The principal is visible within the school and visits my classroom often
D My principal is optimistic and motivates me
Y S My principal clearly and concisely tells us what we should and could do
Z R My principal appreciates and respects my opinion
S I know what is expected of me as a teacher
Λ M I have the materials and resources I need in my classroom
V D Leadership opportunities are available to teachers at my school (lead teachers, committees, School Improvement Council, etc.)
< M Distractions are minimized in my school so I can focus on instruction
> S My principal sets high standards for teacher performance
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Table 4.4 Compilation of Questions from Secondary Survey and Longitudinal 
Portion 






My principal models what he 
expects of the teachers (on time, 
work ethic, etc.) 24, 10, 12 11, 18 
D 
My principal is optimistic and 
motivates me 
D 
My principal recognizes 
individuals for good work 
M 
The principal is visible within the 
school and visits my classroom 
often 
6, 25, 40, 38, 37, 
33, 23, 34 7, 35, 5, 9, 14 
M 
Distractions are minimized in my 
school so I can focus on instruction 
M 
The school and grounds are clean 
and maintained 
S 
My principal sets high standards 
for teacher performance 
4, 22, 3, 20, 21, 
19, 35, 36 2 
S 
I know what is expected of me as a 
teacher 
S 
My principal clearly and concisely 
tells us what we should and could 
do 
S 
My principal will redirect me if I 
am not doing what is expected 
S 
My principal set high expectations 
for student achievement 
R 1, 43, 26, 47 
51, 13, 52, 42, 
50, 46 
When comparing the previous tables, figures and graphs the S and D Domains 
were the two domains that exhibited the highest degree of change over the longitudinal 
portion of the study while maintaining significant p-values (.01-.05).  This can also be 
coupled with the data from the secondary survey which shows Domain S to have all 
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questions exhibiting results well above the mean with Domain M having a mean slightly 
above the group average.  It is interesting to note that question 5 in the secondary survey 
was the outlier that reduced the overall mean of the D domain. This question pertains to 
“pertinent professional development”.  If that question is removed and the ANOVA is 
performed again for the data set, it brings the D domain back in line with M Domain 
which is more in line with the longitudinal survey results found in Figure 4.1. 
Context R was well below the group mean of agree scores from the secondary 
survey.  It was also found to be the lowest domain on the longitudinal graph and 
exhibited the highest p-value (.0651) in the Domain mean change  analysis portion of the 
study. 
Analysis by Domain 
D Domain 
When looking at the data from the D Domain it is evident that the questions that 
were above the mean agree score from the Secondary Survey related to modeling of the 
administrator, optimism and motivation provided by the leader and the leader’s ability to 
recognize individuals for good work.  In the longitudinal data the .01-.05 p-value range 
for the D domain identified questions that related to teacher evaluation that focused on 
instructional improvement, teacher morale and teachers being recognized for good work. 
When the .05-.10 p-value data from the longitudinal portion is considered for the D 
domain questions that related to the degree of respect teachers have for each other and 
relevant professional development opportunities being offered come to the forefront of 
issues that teachers considered important.  This was interesting when you consider that 
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relevant professional development opportunity results from the longitudinal study are 
juxtaposed to the results from the secondary survey. When the shift analysis of the 
individual questions is examined a definite decrease in agree score is visible in 2015 
which mimics the resulting data from the secondary survey.  The other question that fell 
below the mean in the D Domain on the secondary survey related to leadership 
opportunities being available within the school. 
M Domain 
The M Domain questions that were above the mean agree score from the 
secondary survey related to visibility of the administrator, distractions being minimized 
to allow a focus on instruction and the cleanliness of the school grounds.  Data from the 
longitudinal portion identified questions in the .01-.05 p-value range for the M domain 
that corresponded to the effective use of student assessment information, school 
administrators visiting classrooms, safety within the school, rules being enforced and 
students behaving in the school.  The .05-.10 p-value range for the M domain identified 
questions that related to meeting the needs of low achieving and academically gifted 
students, clearly defined rules and consequences for students, sufficient allocation of 
instructional time, and availability of materials and supplies.  The M Domain had one 
question from the Secondary Survey that fell below the group mean agree score and it 
related to materials and resources not being adequate within the classroom. 
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R Domain 
The R Domain had no questions from the Secondary Survey that were above the 
mean agree score. The questions from the secondary survey that fell below the agree 
score mean related to teachers collaboratively planning, student/teacher relationships 
within the school, positive family relationships, administrator cultivation of collaborative 
culture, and the principals soliciting teacher opinion.  In the longitudinal data the .01-.05 
p-value range for the R domain identified questions that related to increasing rigor,
instructional collaboration and collaborative decision making, and parental understanding 
of instructional programs.  The longitudinal data for the .05-.10 p-value range for the R 
domain identified questions that related to parental involvement in discipline, 
instructional issues and conference attendance and student motivation and interest in 
learning. 
S Domain 
All of the questions from Secondary Survey in the S domain were above the mean 
agree score for the survey.  The questions focused on setting high expectations for 
students and teachers, teachers understanding of job function and responsibilities, and the 
ability of the principal to redirect teachers if not performing at expected levels.  In the 
longitudinal data the .01-.05 p-value range for the S domain identified questions that 
related to increasing instructional expectations, effective instructional leadership, setting 
high standards for students and teachers, clear communication of instructional goals, 
clearly stated, equitable rules and consequences for student behavior.  In the longitudinal 
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data the .05-.10 p-value range for the S domain identified questions that related to 
effective implementation of state standards. 
Anomalies in the Data 
While dissecting the information and comparing both data sets it was interesting to 
note that four out of ten questions that exhibited a p-value greater than .10 were involved 
with parental involvement.  Also, the question relating to parental involvement had a low 
agree score (1.4243) on the secondary survey as well. An examination of the longitudinal 
data and the change analysis for these questions (48, 49, 53 & 54) show a visual increase 
in the agree score in the “A” shift, but even with the shift the overall agree score from 
2015 is still lower than other agree scores in other areas. 
Another interesting anomaly came from Questions 28-31 in the longitudinal portion 
which related to building cleanliness.  These all received p-values >.10, but when the 
faculty responded to the question about building cleanliness in the secondary survey it 
garnered an elevated agree score of 1.7273.  An examination of the longitudinal shift 
analysis show that the existing data from the “B” shift was very inconsistent in each of 
the areas which contributed to the decreased p-value.  This also showed the importance of 
a visual interpretation of each of the change analysis to determine if the change in slope 
and p-values were not the result of errant data on either side of the point of the shift. 
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Qualitative 
When considering the methods that a researcher can use to gather pertinent, 
useful, practical information the interview rises to the top as one of the most productive 
methods a researcher can employ (Yin, 2009).  The qualitative portion of this study 
employed formal interviews of the principal of the school.  The interview was framed 
with a semi-structured interview protocol.   
The researcher began the interview with the understanding that the potential was 
there to deviate from the protocol to capture information that was pertinent to the study.  
Creswell’s protocol for interviews was used and included follow-up on key questions, 
dictation, and digitally recording all of the sessions for later review (1994).   
A one and one half hour session was conducted with the building level 
administrator.  The additional session was not needed.  The session was recorded, 
transcribed and coded to identify portions that reflect any of the four domains addressed 
in the quantitative portions of the study. 
Comments from the administrator that were in the context of the S Domain which 
encompasses setting direction for the school, creating a vision, setting high performance 
expectations for students and teachers, providing clear priorities and well-developed 
management structures and systems were color coded red.   
The visioning and setting direction for the school were captured with comments 
that pertained to measurable goals.  An example of this was when the principal said, 
“We’ll create our goals to shoot at so when we set goals we set goals by measurement 
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and then each and every year as we pull the tape on what we did then we set our goals 
accordingly.”    When the discussion went to their overarching vision he immediately 
answered, “What I tell our teachers is that we as middle school our goal is to have a 9th 
grade students entering the 9th grade at Clear Creek High School that are in a position to 
be competitive with any student in the state of South Carolina and beyond.  If we don't do 
that then we can’t expect the high school to take those kids and four years later have them 
ready to be able to enter a competitive world. Not only do we measure what we're doing 
here but we measure what everybody else is doing everywhere else and that's the only 
way we can know that if we are sending a kid that is prepared as anyone else around.”  
Setting high performance expectations for students and teachers were captured 
when the administrator said, “They know my expectations and that I am monitoring my 
expectations.  Teachers will respond much better to you face to face by mentioning 
something to them than they will bring them into your office or a full write-up.”  Many 
similar comments were made to setting expectations and monitoring those expectations in 
the interview.  Student expectations were established with goal setting sessions and 
meeting with teachers, “I try to have our guidance counselor's meet with every single 
child in the building and our teachers starting off that first week we will take two or three 
students at a time from their related arts and we'll talk with those students about goals 
look at their scores from last year and talk about what percentage of improvement we 
want them to make.  We set that high expectation with them right off the bat.”   
Providing clear priorities and well developed management structures were 
discussed and references were made to disseminating information to teachers if the need 
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arises.  This was captured when he said, “We have a situation to where I can quickly and 
informally meet with any of our teachers anytime any day.” Another issue discussed was 
clear cut roles in who was in charge of the faculty and staff and how only the principal 
should be responsible for reprimanding teachers in the hierarchy.  He said, “That's my job 
to correct teachers if they need correcting.”   
Comments from the administrator that were in the context of the D Domain which 
encompasses individualized support and consideration from the administrator, emotional 
understanding and support, intellectual stimulation and modelling were color coded green 
in the transcript.   
The principal’s perception of individualized support and consideration was a 
recurring theme in the narrative and he exemplified individualized consideration when he 
recognized teachers as professionals and showed his value in their opinion when he said, 
“I trust these teachers and they are professional folks.  So if they come to me, for 
example, where we readiness group kids which means that we put them in class by how 
ready they are measurably, but a group of teachers come to me and say I believe that 
Johnny  is ready to move to a higher level.  Then absolutely, as professionals and hold 
their opinion in high esteem and we will move Johnny immediately.  Not at the end of the 
year, but right then as soon as they feel like Johnny is ready to move.  At that point in 
time they should know more about Johnny than I so as professionals and their opinion on 
students I listen to them and value their opinion greatly.”   Another example of his 
display of consideration was during a discussion of teacher’s job responsibilities and how 
overwhelming the responsibilities and the work load is.  He said, “It is an overwhelming  
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job for a teacher to have to prepare for a lesson every single day for four different classes 
and prepare an assessment both formally and informally to determine if a child is getting 
what they need or not.  All of that is more time consuming than any other job in any other 
profession that I know about.”  His comments demonstrate his awareness of the stress 
and pressures that his teachers are under. 
Understanding teacher’s emotions and providing support is another piece of the D 
Domain.  He demonstrated this emotional awareness and understanding when he 
recognized the pain and anguish some teachers feel when parents sometimes get 
confrontational.  He said, “I have found that some principals allowed parents to belittle a 
teacher and that's not good, but our teachers learn that is not going to happen here.”  
Also, the potential for teacher burnout was a consideration so he supports his teachers by 
recognizing that and saying, “having a regular held every Tuesday faculty meeting I do 
not do because all it does is burn your folks out.”    
Intellectual stimulation and modeling is the final area in the D Domain and this 
was captured in the narrative through a discussion of professional development.  The 
need for professional development was evident, but the need for professional 
development that is pertinent and intellectually stimulating was discussed.  He said, 
“That's another area of staff development that is a great staff development.  Instead of 
bringing in a professional great staff development is to just have a sit down talk…it’s not 
like we have time to do this all the time to where a 7th grade teacher is talking to the 6th 
grade teacher about gaps that they feel like that we have coming from 6th grade or  7th 
grade to 8th grade where they are able have the time to show those things those needs in 
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those gaps that they feel like they might have before that student comes to them so yeah 
these are critically important things.”  He felt that this caused more teachers to improve 
through vertical integration more than any other professional development. 
Comments from the administrator that were in the context of the R Domain which 
encompasses building a collaborative culture, restructuring the organization, productive 
relations with families and communities, connecting school and the wider environment 
were color coded blue. 
One area where questions and comments that were pertinent to the R Domain 
were designed to capture was the principal’s perception of the school’s collaborative 
culture.  He said when first questions about teacher collaboration, “We've got to know 
what the other group is doing one hand has to know the other hand is doing that have to 
communicate.”   He said that the key to collaboration is communication and you have to 
provide an opportunity for teachers to talk.  He said, “8th grade teachers could probably 
in any subject tell you what the 6th grade standards are in the same subject in 7th and 8th 
and just back and forth because they are keenly aware of what is supposed to have been 
told before the students come to them and what they are supposed to do when they get the 
child. So that communication across the board is extremely important and we try to.”   He 
went on to say that this was one of his favorite forms of professional development where 
he facilitated round table discussion among teachers for the sole purpose of vertical 
integration and cross collaboration. 
Cultivating productive relations with families and communities was extremely 
important to the principal but he understands the difficulties.   He said, “Parental 
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involvement with homes that have traditionally not been involved in their students’ lives 
have two reasons.  I think it’s because number one, they don't see the importance of 
education and number two, their kids have never been successful.” The key to 
overcoming this generation mindset is to help the teachers understand the importance of 
parental involvement.  He said, “I try to get them to understand…look there is that 
correlation between success and parent involvement and we want the kid’s parents to be 
more involved.”   He goes on to discuss specific ways teachers can help with parental 
involvement in the discussion.     
The principal expressed his interest in connecting the school and the wider 
environment which is another facet of the R Domain.  He said, “We've got to get this 
country in a situation where we compete educationally with the entire world.  It's a global 
situation.”  This mindset coupled with the knowledge that all children can be successful 
drives his passion for high expectations and the urgency middle school teachers and 
parents must feel.  He says, “They have to recognize that you take an 8th grader and they 
are four years away from being in a competitive world.”  
Finally, comments from the administrator that were in the context of the M 
Domain which pertains to staffing, providing teaching support, monitoring, and buffering 
staff from distractions to core work were color coded purple.   
Staffing and providing teaching support was something that was mentioned 
multiple times by the principal.  He recognized the need for quality teachers and that it 
“takes you a few years to get your staff together.”   Finding quality teachers is something 
that he spends a tremendous amount of time doing and recognizes the need to not take the 
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traditional approach to hiring teaches.  He said, “Looking at a resume, bringing a teacher 
in and asking them a few questions and telling me about themselves are not adequate.  I 
am constantly recruiting teachers and watching scores to know who to go after.  The 
interview is the last part of a long process to hire a teacher.  It is one of the most 
important things I can do.”  He supports teachers by making sure that he corrects bad 
behavior and will not let parents “browbeat” his teachers.  He says, “I back our teachers 
up because I trust them.  That doesn't mean they're going to make a mistake, but I know 
that I back them up even with the parents.  We all make mistakes so one of the things that 
causes the morale to be good in the staff I found is that I don't let folks browbeat our 
teachers.  If a parent comes up with a legitimate concern with our teachers I let the parent 
know that their concern is legitimate and I tell them that I will talk to the teacher.  I do 
not let parents chastise are teachers.”  Once you recruit good teachers and support them 
they will “usually stay with you.”   
Monitoring the teachers and the school environment is something that is done 
daily.  In fact, he says that, “Informally I observe them every hour of every day if 
possible.”  He commented later that the hourly observations were not only to watch the 
teachers teach, instead he states that, “you can't consider it a teacher observation…it's 
observing the environment.”  The principal states that his place is not at his desk, but out 
in the school being visible and walking the halls.  He says, “This is why I'm never in my 
office.  I never have time to be in the office because I have to be out doing those type of 
things and talking with those kids.” 
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Finally, buffering staff from distractions at work is the final member of the M 
Domain.  The principals says he tries to “get stuff off of them like wasted staff 
development” and that he recognizes that “there's nothing more precious than time.” He 
says that he makes every effort not to “bog them down”.  Another way the principal 
limits distractions is through student discipline.  He feels that a teacher cannot teach if 
discipline is not in place.  He also stated that it is his responsibility to ensure students are 
following the rules and an environment conducive to teaching is created. 
Chapter Summary 
This chapter presented the findings from each of the three phases of the study.  
First, an overview of the study was provided. The presentation the data from the change 
analysis of the longitudinal portion for context means as well as individual questions 
from the survey was provided.  Also included was the analysis of the secondary survey 
through the analysis of variance.  Finally, comments from the qualitative portion coded to 
their respective domains were presented from the transcript of the semi-structured 






Lewis and Murray in a 2008 brief prepared for the National College of School 
Leadership entitled Effective School Leadership: A brief review summarizing selected 
literature on the evidence for effective school leadership distilled the work of Leithwood, 
Riehl, Murray, Jantzi, and others into the four domains that were used to provide the 
context of all data.  The domains are: 
S Domain−Setting direction: vision, goals and high performance expectations  
D Domain−Developing people: individualized support/consideration, emotional 
understanding and support, intellectual stimulation and modelling  
R Domain−Redesigning the organization: building a collaborative culture, restructuring 
the organization, productive relations with families and communities, connecting school 
and the wider environment  
M Domain−Managing the learning program: staffing, providing teaching support, 
monitoring, buffering staff from distractions to core work 
This chapter will combine the findings from the longitudinal phase, secondary 
survey phase and qualitative principal interview to situate findings within each of these 
domains with regards to the current body of knowledge.  This interpretation of the data 
with regards to domain and current literature will be followed by answering the research 
questions which will dovetail into implications for practitioners followed by implications 
for further research.  The chapter will conclude with a discussion summary.  
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Overview of the Study 
A mixed-method case study was performed on a high poverty, rural middle school 
that had experienced a tremendous increase in student achievement with a change in 
leadership.  This site was selected to determine if a parallel change in culture occurred 
and if so, what was the administrators perception of the practices that had the greatest 
influence on the positive change in the school’s culture.  Due to the lack of investigation 
in rural, middle schools of poverty this was an area and a site that solicited further 
exploration (Kannapel & Deyoung, 1999; Khattri et al, 1997).  The gaps in the research 
presented a need for potential reform models and strategies specific to rural schools 
because most research is only relevant to schools in other settings and have been 
manipulated to serve rural schools (Kannapel & DeYoung, 1999).  The ultimate purpose 
of this study is to offer struggling schools some guidance on the best practices another 
school administrator who has experienced tremendous, measurable success has used to 
impact teacher satisfaction, impact culture and improve student achievement.   
Questions to be Addressed 
The overarching research question for this study was: What administrative 
practices did a transformational leader employ that had the greatest impact on improving 
school culture in a rural, school of poverty?  In order to investigate this question, data 
was collected to determine if in fact Clear Creek Middle School did have a significant 
shift in student achievement as measured by standardized state testing.  The next step was 
to determine if a shift in teacher perception of the school culture had occurred to 
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accompany the shift in student achievement based on longitudinal teacher survey data 
collected for the state report card.  This led to the use of a change analysis to examine the 
data of the individual questions from the state report card survey.  The change analysis 
was used to identify specific areas that resulted in the greatest changes in teacher 
perceptions.  The results from the dissection of the individual questions led to the 
development of a secondary survey that was administered to faculty to capture specific 
nuances of the domains known to impact student achievement and school culture.  
Finally, the administrator was interviewed to understand what practices he felt impacted 
the school to the greatest degree. 
The quantitative questions guiding this investigation were: 
1. Did the student achievement at Clear Creek Middle School increase with
multiple changes in leadership over the last eight years?
2. Was the shift in student achievement accompanied by a shift in school
culture?
3. Which domain of transformational leadership (setting direction,
developing the people, developing the organization, and managing the
instructional environment) had the greatest contribution to a shift in
culture?
The qualitative research questions were informed by the quantitative findings.  The 
administrator was questioned about their experience(s) in Clear Creek Middle School and 
what practice(s) they felt yielded the greatest impact on culture and student achievement.  
This was then compared with the two pieces of quantitative data to triangulate if a 
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relationship existed between what the faculty felt had the greatest impact on student 
achievement and culture and if their perceptions paralleled that of the administrator. 
Research questions for the qualitative phase included: 
1. What are the administrator’s perceptions of the practices that impact
school culture and student achievement?
2. Did the quantitative findings coincide with what the administrator felt
instigated a shift in culture?
3. How does the administrator view school culture?
4. What practices does the administrator feel had the greatest impact on their
school to impact culture and student achievement?
The overarching question helped to combine the quantitative and qualitative portions of 
this study and ultimately answer the original question:  What administrative practices did 
a transformational leader employ that had the greatest impact on improving school 
culture in a rural, school of poverty?  By analyzing both the quantitative and qualitative 
findings, strong evidence was found to support the conclusion that the teachers’ 
perceptions of elements of school culture that had an impact on student achievement 
coincided with the administrators perceptions of the strategies and beliefs that solicited a 
change in both culture and student achievement. 
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Situating the Findings in the Existing Literature 
The work of Leithwood, Schultz, Lewis, Murray, Riehl, Jantzi, Whitaker (2008) 
and others share common themes of the domains in which a transformational leader must 
operate to bring about change in an educational environment.  When distilled, they are 
the ability to create a vision and mission, develop the people, redesign the organization 
and manage the learning environment. 
This was the framework that was used to investigate both the qualitative and 
quantitative portions of this study.  Each of the areas known to impact culture was 
designated as a “Domain” in which an administrator that provides transformational 
leadership must operate to improve culture and ultimately student achievement.  The 
remainder of the discussion will focus on the data from the quantitative and qualitative 
portions of the study that pertains to each of domains. 
D Domain 
The D Domain involves the development of people within the organization.  This 
includes the individualized support/consideration of members of the faculty, the 
emotional understanding and support provided by the school, and the intellectual 
stimulation and modeling behaviors provided by the administrator to include being 
optimistic, positive and improvement oriented. 
When consideration is given to the longitudinal portion of the study with regards 
to the D Domain it is worthy to note that over the period from 2008 to 2015 the teacher 
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perceptions in this context had the greatest variability of all the domains (0.728 ∆ Slope)
with a p-value of .0305.  This change in the slope of the D Domain shows a tremendous 
shift in teacher perception.  A visual investigation of the regression plot shows a sharp 
decrease in teacher perception until 2012 when the introduction of a transformational 
leader had a positive shift in the teacher’s perception.  Also, when comparing the visual 
representation of each of the means in Figure 4.2 it is evident that it also was second only 
behind the S Domain in the final year of the longitudinal survey administration.  The D 
Domain agree score mean was also slightly below the agree score mean in the secondary 
survey, but this was due to the impact of the outlier “5” that is found in the ANOVA 
analysis in Figure 4.7.  Question 5 related to pertinent professional development.  This 
was interesting when you consider that relevant professional development opportunity 
results from 2015 in the longitudinal study showed that 66.7% of the teachers “strongly 
agreed” that pertinent professional development is offered compared to 45.45% “strongly 
agreeing” to pertinent professional development being offered in the results from the 
secondary survey. This resulted in a lower agree score for this question when compared 
to the other results from the secondary survey.  When the change analysis of the 
individual questions is examined a definite decrease in agree score is visible in 2015 
which mimics the resulting data from the secondary survey.  This was an area of attention 
and a lengthy portion of the interview process with the building level administrator.  
According to the principal, professional development was decided at the district level and 
has traditionally gone against his preferred method of professional development delivery.  




and our staff development time would be far better served finding those folks that have 
been successful, bringing them in instead of some professional that makes a living off 
staff development and that has never had any measurable proof at all that they know what 
they're doing.”  This could possibly explain the low agree score average for this question 
if teachers feel as if professional development was imposed upon them or not pertinent.  
This would also parallel the perception of the principal.  If the outlier is removed the 
mean of the D Domain shifts considerably and becomes more in line with M Domain 
which is comparable to the final data points of the longitudinal portion of the study. 
This phenomenon also provides credence for the selection of a mixed method 
study.  The quantitative data showed that it was an area where teacher satisfaction was 
low in regards to professional development.  The conclusion could be drawn that it is not 
important to the administrator, but only through a mixed method study is the researcher 
able to glean information from a variety of sources to investigate these areas that are 
juxtaposed to traditional thinking and the current body of knowledge.   
The outlier to the other end of the spectrum represented in the D Domain related 
to the following: 
My principal models what he expects of the teachers (on time, work ethic, etc.) 
This directly relates to the work of Fullan who suggested that it is the administrator’s 
responsibility to set the tone for the entire organization.  The faculty will follow the lead 
of the administrator if they model what they expect (2002).   This also dovetails into 
another reoccurring theme in the interview around mobility and the need for a principal to 
be out of the office.  He highlights that the most important work is done “in the 
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hallways”.  This mirrors what the literature suggests about principal visibility in and 
around the school and its necessity for the faculty and staff to observe the modeling 
(Grissom & Loeb, 2011).   
Another frequent theme in the literature is the need for a certain degree of 
emotional intelligence from a school administrator.  This factor alone has the potential to 
cause a highly skilled administrator with an exceptional skill set that lacks emotional 
intelligence to perform poorly while an individual with lesser skills may be able to far 
exceed their projected performance (Goleman, 2006).  In fact Goleman (1998) suggested 
that Emotional Intelligence matters twice as much as IQ (p.31).  This suggestion would 
correspond to the feelings from the teachers in both the longitudinal and secondary 
surveys that they are recognized for good work.  These all tie into the ability of the 
administrator to understand the emotional need to praise people and to seek out 
opportunities to do so.  This was also captured in the qualitative portion where the 
principal stated that he best motivates students and teachers by finding opportunities to 
praise them.  He also stated that praise versus negative conversations should not be a 
50/50 proposition, but that every administrator should strive to make it a 90% to 10% 
ratio where an administrator should seek out opportunities to praise. 
In fact, when the data from the D Domain from the secondary survey was 
compiled the items that were above the secondary survey agree score mean related to 
modeling of the administrator, optimism and motivation provided by the leader and the 
leader’s ability recognizing individuals for good work.  In the longitudinal data the .01-
.05 p-value range for the D domain identified questions that related to teacher evaluation 
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that focused on instructional improvement, teacher morale and teachers being recognized 
for good work.   
When the data from the .05-.10 range from the longitudinal portion is considered 
for the D domain the questions that related to the degree of respect teachers have for each 
other came to the surface.  This would directly relate to comradery and trust.  The 
literature suggests that teacher respect for each other and a sense of trust is associated 
with higher levels of teacher performance which has the potential to increase student 
achievement (Bryk & Schneider, 2002; Hoy & Tschannen-Moran, 1999).  Conversely, 
low trust is associated with teacher burnout (Friedman, 1991).  The degree of respect for 
each other could also be attributed to the public praise that is showered on teachers by the 
administrator.  His mentioning of positive reinforcement and public praise of good 
teacher performance has the potential to cultivate an understanding of how productive the 
faculty is.  In some schools teaching can sometimes be a lonely profession and teacher 
isolation has been shown to lead to teacher burnout.  One of the ways to offset this 
feeling of isolation is for the administrator to be aware of and recognize the work of 
individual teachers through public praise (Schlichte, Yssel, & Merbler, 2005).  
Data also showed the teacher’s perception of the optimism provided by the 
administrator and teacher morale were extremely high.  These are also items that are 
cultivated, grown and fostered through an environment of praise. During the interview 
the principal stated that, “When I can praise them I do.  I like to use feedback of praise 
more than a butt chewing.  I found out through coaching and everything else that 99.9% 




chewing.”  This is another important theme that emerged through the interview process. 
The opportunity to praise teachers was a conscious effort on the part of the administrator 
and required him to look for things to praise from all areas of the school.  Flash in the pan 
praise sessions while holding up good test scores in a faculty meeting are not the way to 
improve teacher morale and create a culture of optimism.  The principal suggests that you 
set the expectations, monitor all aspects of the school, look for opportunity to praise 
people and then publicly do so.   
He also suggested that the second thing to impact morale behind praise is by 
limiting unnecessary work for teachers.  He says, “It is an overwhelming job for a teacher 
to have to prepare for a lesson every single day for four different classes and to prepare 
an assessment both formally and informally to determine if a child is getting what they 
need or not.  All of that is more time consuming than any other job in any other 
profession that I know about.”  This understanding and appreciation for how difficult 
their job is permeates many managerial decisions for the principal such as faculty 
meetings where he says, “Having a regular held every Tuesday faculty meeting I do not 
do because all it does is burn your folks out.”  He prefers to call meetings only when 
necessary. 
The motivation aspect of the administrator is also something that has been shown 
to impact school culture and ultimately student achievement. When high expectations are 
set by an administrator, the teachers themselves have to be motivated and truly believe 
that they can accomplish what needs to be done to increase student achievement.  Locke 
and Latham (2002) showed that as individuals have increased self-esteem through praise 
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and motivation their idea of what they are capable of accomplishing increases, goal 
setting becomes something that is anticipated and goals are set higher than previously 
thought possible.  This will ultimately improve productivity and increase student 
achievement.  The interview process also gleaned similar beliefs from the principal who 
made reference to the fact that the principal must believe the students and teachers are 
capable of being successful at the school where they work and teach to the point that, “If 
the principal themselves don’t think that the kids are capable of greater achievement then 
they don't need to be the principal.”  The principal publicly talks about the quality of the 
students at his school whenever he gets the opportunity.  
Teacher evaluation that focused on instructional improvement was a theme that 
surfaced when the data was explored.  The principal’s efforts to informally observe every 
teacher every hour is exceptional for monitoring the culture and environment, but the 
teachers themselves are also appreciative of the evaluations that provide feedback in 
relation to instructional improvement.  Effective observations that provide positive 
feedback and are focused on instructional improvement are necessary for teacher 
satisfaction (Montgomery, 2014).  A lot of the effective feedback occurs through the use 
of teacher leaders that were created through the manipulation of the FTE at the school.  
The principal is cognizant of the support, especially young teachers need and created 
these instructional coach positions to work with teachers to improve their instruction.  
Peer assisted review is another method he employs to provide positive feedback to 
teachers and younger teachers often observe veteran teachers who are successful.  Both of 
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these are implemented within the school and when done properly has been shown to have 
tremendous positive repercussions for teachers (Goldstein & Noguera, 2006). 
The other question that fell below the mean in the D Domain on the secondary 
survey related to leadership opportunities being available within the school.  This could 
be attributed to the fact that teacher leaders are established in each grade level once the 
administrator reorganized the teacher structure.  Those positions are now filled, so the 
opportunity for a leadership role would only be available if someone resigned or retired.  
Although, he does make the statement that “you have to know where you next leaders are 
coming from” and makes an effort to create positions, recognize leadership potential 
within individuals and place them in those leadership roles.  His sharing of leadership 
roles and responsibilities shows his awareness that he is not the only one responsible for 
providing leadership and that it is distributed among several individuals within his 
school.  This parallels what the literature says about distributed leadership and that 
leadership is not just a function of the building level administrator (Reese, 2004). While 
he immediately sees these positions helping his own school it goes beyond cultivating 
leadership just at that level as he expressed the desire to train these individuals so they 
can take what they have learned and impact other students and schools.  His distributed 
leadership model also allows him to be out of his office and more visible in the building.  
S Domain 
The S Domain involves the setting direction of an organization by an 
administrator.  This includes the establishment of a clear vision and mission, establishing 
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realistic goals and setting high performance standards for teachers and students.  It also 
involves the identification of clear priorities and a well-developed management structure 
and system. 
When consideration is given to the longitudinal portion of the study with regards 
to the S Domain it is worthy to note that over the period from 2008 to 2015 the teacher 
perceptions in this context had high variability when compared to the other domains 
(0.6651 ∆ Slope) with a p-value of .0229.
All of the questions from secondary survey in the S domain were above the mean 
agree score for the survey results.  The questions related to high expectations for students 
and teachers, teachers understanding of job function and responsibilities, and the ability 
of the principal to redirect teachers if not performing at expected levels.  In the 
longitudinal data the .01-.05 p-value range for the S domain identified questions that 
related to increasing instructional expectations, effective instructional leadership, high 
standards for students and teachers, clear communication of instructional goals, and 
clearly stated, equitable rules and consequences for student behavior.  In the longitudinal 
data the .05-.10 p-value range for the S domain identified questions that related to 
effective implementation of state standards. 
A tremendous amount of literature supports the idea that high performance can 
only come from an environment that cultivates high expectations (Johnson, Livingston, 
Schwartz, & Slate, 2000; Wentzel, 2002; Marks, 2000 & Cooper, 1979).  In fact, when 
the principal was asked what he felt was the one thing he has done to impact the school 
culture and student achievement at Clear Creek Middle School the most he stated, 
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“Starting right off the get-go is expectations.  Coming in, setting some high expectations 
and not wavering from those.”     
The data from both the longitudinal portion and the secondary survey both 
highlight the importance of high expectations for both students and teachers.  The word 
expectation(s) was found 48 times in the transcript of the interview with the building 
level administrator.  Expectation starts at the administrator level and literature suggests 
that the performance of students within a school is related to the expectations set by the 
principal and teachers (Scott & Teddlie, 1987).   
The longitudinal portion of the study that relates to teacher expectations had a 
change in slope of .33125 and a p-value of .0287.  The longitudinal portion of the study 
that relates to student expectations had a change in slope of .4734 and a p-value of .0270.  
It is also interesting to note that both questions had reached the apex of the scale with an 
agree score of 2 for the 2014 and 2015 years.  One out of five teachers at the school in 
2012 felt that teachers did not have high expectations.  Teachers felt that student 
expectations in 2012 were extremely low due to their dismal agree score for that question 
of .462.  The secondary survey had an agree score of 1.967 for teacher expectations 
which was tied for the highest agree score which related to student expectations.  This 
was very interesting to see the parallels of the two data sets from each of these areas.  
This would highlight the interconnectedness of the two sets of expectations and also how 
expectations are set in the qualitative portion shed some light on why this phenomenon 
may have occurred.  This correlates to what Kennedy suggests about school culture 
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involving teachers who believe in students and provide a strong support system for their 
academic and personal development while having a strong set of shared goals (Kennedy 
et al, 2003).   
The importance of expectations is evident as the literature suggests, but the 
principal articulated the need for teacher and student expectations that are measurable.  
He said, “When we first start off the year we start with a minimum expectation on kids 
that are not met and kids that are on the other end of the spectrum that are an exemplary 
level…  You have to know what you're shooting at.  It's kind of like the movie The 
Patriot.  They said, “Aim small, miss small.” to create a target that is very focused.  You 
shoot at a target that is focused then we don't miss large.”  The principal’s efforts to set 
expectations using student data that is measurable for each of his teachers ties to 
measurable goals set by the teachers for each student.  This data mindset of measurable 
benchmarks trickles down to the students through goal setting sessions with each student.  
The principal said, “I try to have our guidance counselors meet with every single child in 
the building. Our teachers start off that first week when we will take two or three students 
at a time from their related arts and we'll talk with those students about goals, look at 
their scores from last year and talk about what percentage of improvement we want them 
to make.  We set that high expectation with them right off the bat.”   This collection of 
data and setting goals based on this data is extremely important because according to 
Marzano (2001), collecting and analyzing data to determine student progress and drive 
curricular and instructional decisions account for 23.19% of variance in student 
achievement.  
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Leithwood and Riehl (2001) identified setting direction as one of the most 
important aspects of the role of the school leader.  This need to provide the school with 
an idea or goal that everyone can work toward is crucial for the improvement of culture 
and performance.  At Clear Creek Middle School the expectations revolve around a 
centralized theme that is shared with the community, parents, teachers and students. Their 
goal is that they prepare an eighth grade student to enter the high school “ready to be 
competitive with any student in the state of South Carolina and beyond”.  It is evident 
that this is clearly communicated to teachers as this directly relates to question 19 which 
asked the teachers if the administration communicated clear instructional goals.  This 
question had a 0.4923 ∆ Slope with a p-value of .0303.  This was one of the largest
changes in slope of all of the questions and posted a final agree score of 1.972 in 2015 
which is one of the highest of all agree scores for the final year.  Another interesting thing 
to note is that the agree score for the shift year in 2012 was a .191 which was one of the 
lowest for the year.  This data shows that few of the teachers agreed that they had a clear 
understanding of instructional goals in 2012 while almost all of the teachers felt they 
understood what the goals were in 2015. 
This mission is directly related to the vertical integration of standards, is 
productivity oriented and directly ties to a more global vision of where these children are 
going to find jobs.  This is a crossover into the R Domain to tie the school to a more 
global mindset.  It is also a measurable goal.  The principal stated that all goals are 
created with a measurable outcome in mind. He said, “We’ll create our goals to shoot at 
so when we set goals we set goals by measurement and then each and every year as we 
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pull the tape on what we did then we set our goals accordingly.”  This became a common 
theme in several of the discussions.  Almost all of the conversations at some point 
involved a comment concerning something measurable. 
While Leithwood and Riehl (2001) highlighted the importance of vision and 
mission it is also important to visit the teacher “buy in” for a shared goal.  Teachers must 
believe in the mission and vision of the school for it to be fully realized in the work that 
they do (Ross & Gray, 2006).  When asked about how are teachers who resist the schools 
goal(s) are addressed the principal’s solution for the teachers that do not buy in to the 
overall school goal was simple.  He said, “Yes, they are no longer here.”  He went on to 
explain that these were typically teachers who blamed poor performance on the students 
or the homes.  According to him this is unacceptable and he will not tolerate that low 
standard for children at his school.  Once those teachers are removed from the 
environment they can be replaced with “teachers that are confident within themselves, 
confident in their abilities then they feel like they have no problem with me holding that 
high standard of having that child prepared as anybody else around.”   
Building cleanliness is an important factor in teacher satisfaction and morale 
(Cash & Twiford, 2009).   This was also an area that the school had seen marked 
improvement in teacher perception over time.  The questions in the longitudinal portion 
that relate to building cleanliness were 28, 29 and 30.  While these questions registered a 
1.972, 2 and 2 agree score respectively they did not have elevated changes in slope pre 
and post or significant p-values.  Upon visual interpretation of the data it was due to the 
variability of the data points before 2012.  The secondary survey data also showed 
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building cleanliness to be well above the mean of the individual questions.  While this is 
a function of the M Domain it is important to mention here based on the information that 
was gleaned in the interview process.  The principal said that he preferred direct 
responsibility over the custodian so he can communicate his goals and expectations and 
monitor them.  His reasoning makes sense.  He said, “The reason I prefer this method is 
that it gives me the ability to go back to what I said earlier that 99.9% of folks are 
motivated by praise than a butt chewing.  So if I'm handling myself then I find that I have 
custodians that appreciate me as their supervisor.  If I'm the one that's supposed to be 
recognizing when they do a good job and then praising them for it then I find that those 
become your good custodian and good employees and appreciate it.  But once again, I 
want to be responsible for it.”  This is important to consider that he personally handles 
the custodians because he states that he understands that it is an important function of 
environment and it is important that his expectations are met to ensure that this facet of 
the school environment is satisfied.    
One expectation of the principal is that teachers are on task, on standard and 
actively engaged with students during instructional time.  This is a great expectation, but 
is only effective if monitored.  Just as he suggested in the interview, “It’s kind of hard to 
set an expectation what you want in your building if nobody ever sees you our and going 
around.”  His goal of informally observing every teacher every hour is evident of this 
commitment to monitoring the learning environment.  This belief also parallels the work 
of Whitaker who suggests that the days of principals sitting in their offices doing 
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paperwork and waiting for an unruly student to be sent to see them are certainly over 
(1997). 
One of the interesting things about these hourly walk-throughs was the way in 
which the administrator presented the information.  It was not done in a punitive way to 
make sure teachers were working.  In fact, he himself mentioned his role as a “servant” 
and discussed observing student behavior more than teaching itself.  He stated, “You 
can’t consider it a teacher observation….it’s observing the environment.”  That being 
said, it certainly does not diminish the contribution to teacher job performance if you 
know your principal will be by every hour monitoring what is occurring in the classroom. 
This visibility also has another bonus for student achievement.  He uses this time to 
redirect students who are off task and this in itself “sets that high level of expectations” 
for the student body. 
Parent communication expectations were something discussed in the interview 
that was interesting to note.  The importance of parental communication is well 
documented and the literature suggests that it can have a positive impact on student 
achievement (Singh, Bickley, Trivette, & Keith, 1995).  While questions relating to 
parental involvement were some of the lowest scoring questions on both the longitudinal 
and secondary survey it was interesting that the principal had what he called a “simple 
solution” where teachers would call four parents a day on their ride home to praise 
students for something positive.  He said, “You start making a conscientious effort to 
start picking up the phone daily….even your cell phone nowadays so you can do things 
on your way home, pick up your cell phone, “Hey Mr. Jones.  I just want to let you know 
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the Bobby had a great day and I made great progress.”  You can bank on it; if that teacher 
starts doing that and starts quickly making those three or four phone calls a day on the 
way home while they're driving… anyway Mr. Jones is fixed and becomes more involved 
because he wants to hear those good things.  It just happens!”  He says that this is 
something that he tries to get the teachers to do and understand the importance, but he 
still suggests that improvement needs to be made in this area. 
Teachers understanding of job function and responsibilities had considerable 
shifts in the longitudinal portion and this question was above the mean in the secondary 
survey.  The importance of clearly defined goals was mentioned earlier in this section, 
but the importance of job responsibilities and teacher’s understanding of the functions of 
their jobs requires further dissection.  Clearly defined roles and procedures help to 
eliminate distractions for teachers.  Well-developed management structures and systems 
as well as an effective way to instruct and coordinate teachers acting within those 
confines helps the flow of the school day and improves culture.  This can relate to 
keeping attendance, monitoring students on duty, and escorting students in the hallway to 
more complicated frameworks such as student discipline procedures.  The principal 
suggests that keeping these structures simple is one of the most effective ways to help 
teachers navigate these functions of their job.   
It is also very evident to the teachers that if they are not working towards their 
goals and/or within their job function they will be redirected.  This theme ties into 
research that suggests that teachers want guidance and direction from their principal 
(Leithwood, 1992).  The data also suggests that the teachers feel that they will be 
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redirected if they are not doing what is expected.  As the principal suggested he wants to 
do this redirecting informally and face to face and to counter it with a significantly more 
amount of praise than negative comments. 
The literature suggests that clearly defined rules and procedures, orderly 
atmosphere, positive interpersonal relationships and norms of civility are all indicators of 
a positive culture (Marzano, 2001).   All of the teachers at Clear Creek Middle School 
agreed that students understood the rules and consequences at the school and that the 
rules were enforced compared to 51.2% of the teachers from 2012.  Barton (2003) 
showed that an administrator and staff that provided a safe, well-disciplined environment 
showed higher student achievement.  Teacher’s perception of student behavior parallels 
that of the actual student achievement trend since 2012.  The principal actually takes the 
student behavior in his school very personally and has ownership in the behavior of 
students in the classrooms.  He said, “Another is discipline support.  If a teacher has done 
everything that is reasonable for that teacher to do to create a good environment in that 
classroom and if a child is still misbehaving it is not the teacher’s problem it is my 
problem because I'm not doing what I'm supposed to do.  So I try to let our teachers know 
that I will not allow a child to sit in your classroom and create a situation where everyone 
else cannot learn and you cannot teach.”  This ownership is something that is lacking in 
some schools and teachers feel as if they are responsible for their own discipline and do 
not want to “bother” the principal, but the principal at Clear Creek Middle School works 
to create a culture where he wants and appreciates them asking him to help correct a 
problem in their classroom. 
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R Domain 
The R Domain encompasses the redesigning of an organization.  This includes the 
development and cultivation of a collaborative culture and restructuring the organization 
to better serve the needs of the stakeholders and for better efficiency.  Also, the R 
Domain involves the fostering of productive relationships with families and communities 
while connecting the school to a more global perspective of the impact instruction has on 
the local community and beyond. 
When consideration is given to the longitudinal portion of the study with regards 
to the R Domain it is worthy to note that over the period from 2008 to 2015 the teacher 
perceptions in this context had the third highest variability when compared to the other 
domains (0.4385 ∆ Slope) with a p-value of .0651.  Not only was the change in slope
relatively low, but the significance was as a point that was established to be considered 
moderately significant.   
The R Domain had no questions from the secondary survey that were above the 
surveys agree score mean.  When consideration is given to this phenomenon it is 
important to consider the context for that observation.  The overall mean for the R 
Domain was 1.4124 compared to the group mean of 1.66914.  The questions from the 
secondary survey that fell below the mean related to teachers collaboratively planning, 
student/teacher relationships within the school, positive family relationships, 
administrator cultivation of collaborative culture, and the principals soliciting teacher 
opinion.  The data shows that the teacher’s perceptions of these questions resulted in 
agree scores that were all lower than the mean for all of the questions combined.  This 
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data can be interpreted in several ways.  This data could imply that as teacher quality and 
student achievement improves, extraneous factors that impact the organization are also 
held to higher expectations thus these areas resulted in lower agree scores than questions 
from other Domains.  It could also mean that they are not doing these things or it could 
possibly be such an ingrained function of their mindset that it is almost intuitive. 
In the longitudinal data the .01-.05 p-value range for the R domain identified 
questions that related to increasing rigor, instructional collaboration and collaborative 
decision making, and parental understanding of instructional programs.  The longitudinal 
data for the .05-.10 p-value range for the R domain identified questions that related to 
parental involvement in discipline, instructional issues and conference attendance and 
student motivation and interest in learning. 
The question relating to collaborative planning among the teachers was an 
interesting anomaly when it was first considered due to its change in slope being .3626 
with a p-value of .0184.  This could be attributed to the wording of the question in the 
secondary survey.  The questions were asked if teachers planned within and across grade 
levels.  This is an important factor to consider due to the impact that cross collaboration 
can have on student achievement as well as teacher satisfaction (Goddard, Goddard, & 
Tschannen-Moran, 2007).  The longitudinal survey only asked if they collaborate, but the 
design of the secondary survey question was to capture the vertically integrated planning 
aspect that is desirable.  The answer to this anomaly may have come during the interview 
when the principal expressed the need for teachers to talk to teachers from other grade 
levels, but the time during the day was a factor on an already overworked faculty.  His 
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solution was for professional development time to be devoted to this effort.  He also 
alluded to his efforts to provide leadership opportunities and distribute leadership through 
the use of teacher leaders that do not have an instructional function, but more of a 
coaching function. This could provide the opportunity for collaborative planning through 
the leadership of these individuals, but this information was not presented in the 
qualitative data.  Why is this important?  The literature shows that collaboration and 
cooperation among teachers accounts for a .08 percent increase in student achievement 
(Marzano, 2001).   
Kreider et al demonstrated that parental involvement is a powerful predictor of 
student achievement for all students regardless of race or SES status (2007).  These were 
also some of the lowest agree scores for a category out of the longitudinal data as well as 
being well below the mean for the secondary survey.  This is juxtaposed to much of the 
literature that suggests that parental involvement is needed for students to be successful.  
The data suggests that students have the potential to be successful even when the 
teacher’s perception of parental involvement is poor.  The principal during the qualitative 
portion of the study also expressed the importance of parental involvement, but 
recognized that in his 25 years of being an administrator he has found it lacking from 
lower socioeconomic households.  He stated, “Parental involvement with homes that 
have traditionally not been involved in their students’ lives have two reasons.  I think it’s 
never been successful.” He used an excellent analogy of a parent who watches their child 
sit on the bench in Little League baseball and never experiences success and compares it 
to families’ experiences with public education and their children.  The only time they are 
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contacted is for a mandatory meeting or if their child is in trouble.  Again, the principal’s 
primary solution is through praise.  He says, “So what we've got to do as our kids become 
more successful is that we have to praise them!  Praise their successes and tell their 
parents what their kids are doing and then we find the involvement increases in direct 
correlation with the success of the child.  They want to hear good things about their kids 
but it is extremely important.”  This praise from teachers could cause parents to increase 
their expectations of their child as well in the hopes that it will solicit more praise.  This 
is a positive correlation because the research points to the fact that parental expectations 
have a higher impact on student achievement than any other parental factor (Fan & Chen, 
2001). The principal praised his teachers for the progress he has seen them make with 
parent involvement, but no data was presented that shows a definitive increase in the 
teacher’s perception of improvements in parent involvement.  The principal also alluded 
to the fact that he realizes that further work is needed to improve in this area.  
The principal’s solicitation of input based on the agree scores from the 
longitudinal data and secondary survey were somewhat inconclusive.  The ∆ Slope for
the question relating to teacher collaboration and collaborative decision making was 
.57415 while the p-value was .0220 with a final agree score of 1.861 in 2015.  This data 
is not reproduced in the secondary survey which focused solely on the principal’s 
solicitation of teacher’s opinions.  This is an important factor to consider due to the 
significance of teacher satisfaction and its relationship to collaborative decision making 
(Cranston, 2009).  The principal says that it just depends on the type of decision he is 
making as to whether he asks for teacher input.  For example, he says that hiring of 
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teachers all falls on his shoulders.  He says, “A lot of principals want to hire by 
committee because they won't feel accountable if they make a bad choice.  I do!  I want 
to be the one that if I made a bad choice and I have then I am accountable and responsible 
for that and I can adjust as necessary.” Other decisions require teacher input and he does 
exactly as they suggest.  For example, he relies heavily on teacher input for student 
driven decisions such as readiness grouping of students. 
M Domain 
The M Domain captures the management aspect of the learning environment. 
This would include the areas of staffing, providing teaching support, monitoring the 
environment, and buffering teachers from distractions from their primary role of 
providing instruction and improving student achievement. 
When consideration is given to the longitudinal portion of the study with regards 
to the R Domain it is worthy to note that over the period from 2008 to 2015 the teacher 
perceptions in this context had the third highest variability when compared to the other 
domains (0.4014 ∆ Slope) with a p-value of .0251.
The M Domain questions from the secondary survey that were above the surveys 
agree score mean related to visibility of the administrator, distractions being minimized 
to allow a focus on instruction and the cleanliness of the school grounds.  Data from the 
longitudinal portion identified questions in the .01-.05 p-value range for the M domain 
that corresponded to the effective use of student assessment information, school 




students behaving in the school.  The .05-.10 p-value range for the M domain identified 
questions that related to meeting the needs of low achieving and academically gifted 
students, clearly defined rules and consequences for students, sufficient allocation of 
instructional time, and availability of materials and supplies.  The M Domain had one 
question that fell below the group mean and it related to materials and resources not 
being adequate within the classroom. 
Building cleanliness was an area that the school had seen marked improvement in 
teacher perception over time and is a valuable contributor to teacher satisfaction (Cash & 
Twiford, 2009).  The questions in the longitudinal portion that relate to building 
cleanliness were 28, 29 and 30.  While these questions registered a 1.972, 2 and 2 agree 
score respectively they did not have elevated changes in slope pre and post or significant 
p-values.  Upon visual interpretation of the data it was due to the variability of the data 
points before 2012.  The secondary survey data also showed building cleanliness to be 
well above the mean of the individual questions.  The principal highlights this emphasis 
on the facilities because one of his first duties as principal was to request that the school 
painted.  He stated that, “When I first got here to this school I asked for it to be painted 
because it did not look like a building that I would like for our kids and teachers to come 
into.”  His understanding of the structure itself and its impact on student and teacher 
attitude is important.  This also leads to his belief that he should be the only one to 
manage the custodians so you can monitor their work and set the expectations discussed 
earlier. 
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Visibility of the principal was an important factor in the secondary survey and a 
tremendous amount of time during the interview process was devoted to visibility and 
monitoring done by the principal.  Ninety-four percent of the teachers strongly agreed 
that the principal was visible and visited their classroom often.  This also was evidenced 
in question 25 in the longitudinal data where 100% of the teachers surveyed strongly 
agreed that the administrator observes teaching in the classroom compared to 26.9% in 
2012. 
   Visibility was a function of teacher improvement, student achievement and 
behavior and custodial duties in the interview.  The literature suggests that principal 
visibility has the potential to improve student achievement while decreasing discipline 
referrals (Keesor, 2005a).  This view parallels that of the principal who said, “You have 
to know what is going on in your building and be able to address it as you see it.  If they 
know that I am visible then they know that I am constantly looking for those things.”  
Teachers and students alike respond to seeing the principal in the hallways and in the 
classrooms. 
The principal identified another area that he felt initiated the positive change in 
the school was through supporting the teachers through providing resources, but also 
through buffering them from confrontational situations (Blase, 1995).  The principal 
specifically referred to this in the interview process as a function of teacher morale.  He 
said, “I back our teachers up because I trust them.  That doesn't mean they're not going to 
make a mistake, but they know that I back them up even with the parents.  We all make 
mistakes. So one of the things that causes the morale to be good in the staff I found is that 
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I don't let folks browbeat our teachers.  If a parent comes up with a legitimate concern 
with our teachers I let the parent know that their concern is legitimate and I tell them that 
I will talk to the teacher.  I do not let parents chastise our teachers.”  This protection has 
the potential to elicit appreciation and admiration for the principal which is linked to 
increases in job performance.  This is also a distraction in other environments that is 
minimized at Clear Creek Middle School through the principal’s intervention. 
Minimization of distractions was well above the mean on the secondary survey.  
An administrator can play an important role in structuring the school with emphasis on 
items that correlate with student achievement such as time, roles and responsibilities 
(Fink, 2003).  This can resonate with a faculty and can be seen as allowing teachers to not 
be distracted with extraneous diversions.  The principal was very aware of the importance 
of instructional minutes during the interview and alluded to the significance of guarding 
instructional minutes.  This mirrors the work of Marzano who showed that teachers time 
on task or actively engaging students in instruction accounts for 3.73 % of difference in 
student performance (2001). 
It is a function of the principal to be cognizant about minimizing distractions so 
teachers can focus on instruction (Partin, 1987).  He stated that he works to remove 
“unnecessary distractions like staff development and/or meetings” and helps in “creating 
a good environment where I am supportive with our teachers in regards to our parents 
and an environment where there is discipline and they know that I will help to create that 
environment where they can teach.”   This was a recurring theme in the narrative.  The 
principal’s role in reducing unnecessary work and removing distractions was one of the 
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most important factors the principal highlighted during the interview.   An administrator 
ensuring that time spent on instruction is uninterrupted has the potential to see positive 
increases in student achievement (Daniels et al, 2001). 
Another form of distraction for teachers comes from student discipline problems. 
Teacher’s attitudes towards student behavior have certainly improved according to the 
data from the longitudinal and secondary survey.  The corresponding questions, 
responses and agree scores for 2012 and 2015 are captured in Table 5.1 
Table 5.1 Agree Scores on Attitudes on Student Discipline 
When viewing the table it is evident that a shift in teacher perception has occurred 
in relation to student behavior at Clear Creek Middle School.  The greatest degree of shift 
occurs with questions 37 which relates to rules for behavior being enforced at the school.  
The negative agree score from 2012 is now replaced with 100% of the teachers strongly 
agreeing that enforcement of rules is occurring.  Behavior is certainly a predictor of 
teacher morale and student performance and definite correlations have been shown 
between achievement gaps in regards to discipline (Gregory, Skiba, & Noguera, 2010).  
Year Q# Questions Agree Score
12 33 Students at my school behave well in class. 0.193
12 34 Students at my school behave well in the hallways, in the lunchroom, and on school grounds. -0.037
12 35 Rules and consequences for behavior are clear to students. -0.037
12 36 The rules about how students should behave in my school are fair. 0.846
12 37 The rules for behavior are enforced at my school. -0.27
15 33 Students at my school behave well in class. 1.778
15 34 Students at my school behave well in the hallways, in the lunchroom, and on school grounds. 1.778
15 35 Rules and consequences for behavior are clear to students. 1.944
15 36 The rules for behavior are enforced at my school. 2
15 37 The rules about how students should behave in my school are fair. 1.944
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One of the ways the teachers feel supported according to the data from the 
qualitative portion is that the principal feels a responsibility toward student behavior.  
They must have a shared responsibility for student discipline to create an environment of 
trust and efficacy (Wahlstrom & Louis, 2008).  He addressed this when he said, “If a 
teacher has done everything that is reasonable for that teacher to do to create a good 
environment in that classroom and if a child is still misbehaving then it is not the 
teacher’s problem it is my problem because I'm not doing what I'm supposed to do.”   
This is not just a belief, but it is actively communicated to the teachers.  They are made 
aware of this mindset so they do not feel awkward when needing assistance with 
discipline problems.  He said, “I try to let our teachers know that I will not allow a child 
to sit in your classroom and create a situation where everyone else cannot learn and you 
cannot teach.”   
Monitoring students through being visible certainly helps in this process, but the 
interaction with the students that came out during the interview alluded to an even deeper 
connection the administrator attempts to have with the students.  The literature suggests 
that a direct correlation exists between the visibility of the principal and the amount of 
discipline referrals from the student population (Keesor, 2005b).  One example of 
interaction with students that was striking was in regards to benchmark scores and the 
principal shared that “we’ll find that when the kids take their first benchmark they will 
catch administrators in the hallway wanting you to look at their papers and so forth and 
so on because they know it's important to you.”  The importance that the teachers and 




administrator.  He states that “it's not going to be important to them until they think it's 
important to you.”  The administrators involve themselves in the counseling process of 
the children, the discipline and the motivation of individual students.  They work to 
cultivate a vested interest in each child and make themselves aware of student’s 
performance either through data processing, or teacher recommendation to take 
advantage of opportunities to engage students when they arise.  This is why he says that 
he is never in his office because the truly important work occurs out where the students 
are. 
Another strategy Clear Creek Middle School employs to impact discipline is 
through praise.  Supporting positive behavior and praising students has been shown to 
have significant improvements in student behavior and school climate (Luiselli, Putnam, 
Handler, & Feinberg, 2005).  The principal discussed how students and their parents are 
motivated through praise and how the faculty and administration look for opportunities to 
praise students.  This supportive network that is created to redirect, provide discipline and 
help motivate children is effective at Clear Creek Middle School. 
Staffing is an important function of the administrator that falls into the M Domain 
and the process of removing marginal teachers and replacing them with more productive 
faculty is one of the best ways to expedite increases in student performance (Fuhr & 
Gary, 2015).  Brown and Wynn (2009) suggested the importance of a proactively 
searching for teachers and that “principals with a proactive approach in supporting new 
teachers, and principals with a commitment to professional growth and excellence for 
themselves, their students, and their teachers (new and veteran alike), are retaining 
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teachers at a higher rate than their peers.” (p. 37).  Knowing that teacher quality is more 
closely related to student achievement than are class size or per pupil spending (Lazarus, 
2005) make it an extremely important factor to consider as a building administrator.  
Couple this information with the fact that rural schools experience high turnover 
(Feldman, 2003) and it is imperative that administrators work to know who is performing 
and who isn’t and make a conscious effort to recruit and retain quality teachers. 
The principal suggests that once the environment is created where teachers can 
teach then it is vital to the productivity of the school to determine who “measurably can’t 
get the job done”.   This is done through effective principal evaluations, visibility and 
constantly monitoring the classroom environments.  These activities are shown to provide 
more accurate predictors of teacher performance than traditional approaches to teacher 
compensation that focus on experience and formal education (Rice, 2010).  He says that 
this is final step in taking a poor performing school and increasing student achievement.  
If teachers “were given high expectations, a good environment, then supported to help 
make them better, but still measurably could not perform and could not be successful 
than replacing them with folks that could” is the only way to improve student 
achievement.  This echoes the literature which suggests that dismissing poor performing 
teachers and replacing them with more effective teachers has the potential to quickly and 
effectively improve student achievement (Rivkin, Hanushek, & Kain, 2005). 
Over thirty percent of the teachers that were at Clear Creek Middle School when 
he was named the principal have left since 2012.  This statistic alone speaks volumes 
about how replacing poor performing teachers has impacted this school.  Another 
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interesting caveat to that statistic is that while they could not perform to the expectations 
set at Clear Creek Middle School all of them found employment as teachers in the area 
with the exception of those that retired.  This becomes an amazing fact when the question 
was posed to the principal asking how many reference phone calls he received from 
principals these individuals interviewed with.  His flat answer was…”zero”.  
Some principals would argue that you have to accept some mediocre teachers in 
rural schools because of the availability of applicants.  The literature supports the 
phenomenon of affluent suburban schools recruiting and retaining the best teachers while 
inner-city and rural schools resort to reducing their standards in an effort to fill positions 
(Weaver, Adedokun and Goodpaster, 2012).  This is something that came to light during 
the interview and was a refreshing twist on the typical process of hiring teachers.  The 
principal suggests that you have to be proactive to go find quality teachers instead of 
hoping that they come to your school.  He goes to local colleges to recruit new graduates 
and monitors the scores of local individual teachers closely so that in the event that he 
gets a position he already has an applicant pool in mind.   
The interview process begins with speaking to the professors of the teacher and 
other individuals to get a feel for the person before he ever brings them in the school.    
He takes ownership in the hiring process and wants the responsibility of the hire to fall 
completely on his shoulders.  This is why he does not hire by a committee.  He illustrates 
this point when he said, “For example, there are a lot of folks now that hire by a 
committee.  They'll bring a bunch of folks in and sometimes teachers in the building that 




good as I can before I ever interview teachers.  By that I mean that I talk to every possible 
person that ever taught them in college, every job that they ever had, if I can go visit them 
and watch them teach during student teaching or in a classroom in a school…..I know a 
lot more about the person before I interview them and more than a teacher could.  I want 
to be held accountable for it.  Let's say we get a bad teacher in the building that doesn’t 
work out.  A lot of principals want to hire by committee because they won't feel 
accountable if they make a bad choice.  I do!  I want to be the one that if I made a bad 
choice and I have then I am accountable and responsible for that and I can adjust as 
necessary.” 
This method of being proactive and investigating potential applicants seems rather 
time consuming, but he says that the time is some of the most important time he spends 
as an administrator and he feels that “looking at a resume, bringing a teacher in and 
asking them a few questions and telling me about themselves” is not adequate.  He said, 
“I am constantly recruiting teachers and watching scores to know who to go after.  The 
interview is the last part of a long process to hire a teacher.  It is one of the most 
important things I can do.”  Again, his idea of replacing poor performing teachers with 
exemplary teachers aligns with the understanding that quality instruction provided by 
adept teachers has a greater impact on student achievement than any other factor in the 





Research Questions Answered 
The overarching research question for this study was: What administrative 
practices did a transformational leader employ that had the greatest impact on improving 
school culture in a rural, school of poverty?   
In order to investigate this question, several questions had to be addressed.  The 
first three pertain to the quantitative questions while the final three are qualitative in 
nature: 
1. Did the student achievement at Clear Creek Middle School increase with
the change in leadership over the last eight years?
2. Did the student achievement at Clear Creek Middle School increase with
the change in leadership over the last eight years?
Data was collected and graphed that definitively demonstrated that Clear Creek 
Middle School had a significant shift in student achievement as measured by standardized 
state testing.  This shift in student performance paralleled a shift in teacher perception of 
the school culture.  Graphical representation of the data was produced with regard to 
Agree Score, Question and Year.  Each of the data points represent individual questions 
while the lines represent the average agree score for each of the domains with AI 
representing the student achievement (Figure 5.1).  Examination of the graph clearly 
shows that the teacher’s perceptions in all of the Domains had a positive increase after 
the introduction of a transformational leader.  This shift parallels the shift in student 
achievement which started trending upward in response to the change in environment. 
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Figure 5.1- Longitudinal Changes in Student Performance and Agree Score by 
Domain 
3. Which domain(s) of transformational leadership (setting direction,
developing the people, redefining the organization, and managing the
instructional environment) had the greatest changes before and after the
introduction of a transformational leader?
The S and D Domains had the greatest changes in pre and post slopes when 
consideration is given to the longitudinal data (Table 5.1) and the means from the 
secondary survey data (Figure 5.2). 
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Table 5.1- Change Analysis Results by Context 
Context Slope B Slope A Δ Slope p-Value
D -0.31108 0.41692 0.728 0.0305 
M -0.1538 0.2476 0.4014 0.0251 
R -0.2358 0.2027 0.4385 0.0651 
S -0.2827 0.3824 0.6651 0.0229 
G -0.3126 0.3685 0.6811 0.0265 
Figure 5.2 – Analysis of Variance of Agree Scores from Secondary Survey 
The ∆ Slope exhibited by the D and S Domain of .728 and .6651 were the highest
of all the Domains and the data yielded p-values of .0305 and .0229 respectively, which 
fell into the .01-.05 range which made the values extremely significant.  When 
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consideration is given to the secondary survey it is visually evident that all of the 
teacher’s perceptions in the S Domain were well above the mean of all of the questions 
while the D and M Domain were comparable in their dispersion of questions on the 
graph.  The M Domain had an average agree score of 1.7489 while the D Domain’s 
average agree score was 1.59258.  When compared to the mean of all of the questions at 
1.66914 the data suggests that teacher perceptions of the questions in the M Domain were 
higher.  While the secondary survey certainly demonstrated an extremely high average 
agree scores for all of the questions in the S Domain the next Domain in regards to agree 
score average would be the M Domain.  
The case for the S and D Domains being the most influential domains became 
even more evident once the information from the qualitative portion was coded and 
digested.   Question number “5” on the secondary survey pertained to “pertinent 
professional development” and during the course of the interview it was uncovered that 
all of the professional development was a district level decision so therefore was not a 
function of the leadership provided by the administrator. 
4. What practices does the administrator feel had the greatest impact on their
school in regards to culture and student achievement?
5. Did the quantitative findings coincide with what the administrator felt
instigated a shift in culture?
The interview revolved around three major themes that were revisited in multiple 
questions.  The first thing he emphasized that a leader must do to impact school culture 
and student achievement is through setting high expectations for both students and 
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teachers.  This paralleled the quantitative data which showed extremely high changes in 
slopes in the longitudinal portion as well as being well above the mean when revisited in 
the secondary survey.   
Another was visibility of the administrator and its implications for monitoring the 
teaching and learning environment as well as providing the teachers an opportunity to see 
the principal model the behaviors they expect from their teachers.  Questions relating to 
visibility and administrator modeling were responsible for one of the highest agree scores 
on the secondary survey and some extremely high change in slopes and significant p-
values for the longitudinal survey. 
Another area that received a lot of attention in the qualitative portion was the need 
to identify teachers who could not perform even though they were given a stable 
environment.  The quantitative data that supported this came from several different 
questions that pertained to environment.  These ranged from the cleanliness of the school 
to receiving praise from the administration.  The grouping of these questions to create a 
picture of the environment was necessary to understand the qualitative data.  The 
teacher’s positive perception in these areas is evidence of the positive influence the 
administrator had on the environment.  Student discipline, teacher safety, building 
cleanliness and many others all had positive gains in the longitudinal portion and 
questions relating to the overall environment were well above the mean on the secondary 
survey.  With this environment created, the administrator was provided the opportunity to 
confidently replace over 30% of his faculty in three years.  
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6. How does the administrator view school culture?
The administrator views school culture as the cultivation of the environment.   It 
is a synergistic entity that must be monitored, consciously be fed through praise and 
driven by data informed decisions.  Individuals who are recognized for leadership 
abilities must be cultivated to perpetuate and spread the positive outcomes that are 
produced at Clear Creek Middle School.  Only through setting high expectations, creating 
the environment where teachers can teach, monitoring the environment so you can 
identify those that can’t perform and praise those that can will a school have the ability to 
rise above its statistical expectations. 
Implications for Practitioners 
The overarching question helped to combine the qualitative and quantitative 
portions of this study and ultimately answer the original question:  What administrative 
practices did a transformational leader employ that had the greatest impact on improving 
school culture in a rural, school of poverty?  By analyzing both the quantitative and 
qualitative findings strong evidence was found to support best practices that an 
administrator in a rural middle school of poverty employed that could possibly help 
administrators in rural, high poverty schools improve school culture and student 
achievement. 
As the principal stated in the interview the first thing any administrator has to do 
is survey the current status of the school.  Where is the academic performance of the 
school?  If the school is struggling then a principal has to question whether they believe 
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the students at that school can be successful.  This dovetails into setting high, measurable, 
realistic expectations for teachers and students.  If you don’t truly believe it as the leader 
then you will never be able to make the stakeholders believe it.  I have worked in high 
poverty, rural schools that experienced statistically significant increases in student 
achievement.  This important area was evident to me when I faced teachers and a 
community that felt that this level of performance was acceptable and made excuses for 
the school’s performance.  The principal at Clear Creek Middle School truly believed 
these children could perform and communicated it regularly to the students, faculty and 
community.  This was not with hope, but with certainty and they separated anyone who 
did not have that mindset from the school.  I know that children and teachers will rise to 
the level of expectations that are set before them.  This was evident in my schools as well 
as Clear Creek Middle.   
This expectation has to permeate the school in conversations, vision and mission, 
and goal setting for students and teachers.  Every aspect of the school has to be held to 
high expectations from custodians, to bus drivers to teachers, to parents.  It requires some 
tough and sometimes not politically favorable conversations, but it is crucial to 
transforming a school. 
One area that administrators struggle with in the process of improving student 
achievement is in the creation of the expectations themselves.  As the principal stated, 
“They cannot be shots in the dark.”  They have to be coupled to data.  Creating a method 
for tracking and communicating students’ performance is imperative to perpetuate those 
high expectations and ensure that they are being reached.  It’s not enough to say the kids 
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can get there without putting goals in place and procedures to make sure they are getting 
there!  
The next examples of best practices are interconnected to the creation of a 
learning environment that is conducive to the educational process.  These mainly resided 
in the D and M Domains.  The idea of “stuff” removal was a key element for improving 
culture.  The removal of unnecessary paperwork, duty, discipline issues and other 
distractions were tied to teacher morale and performance.  Good teachers want to teach.  
They became teachers because they love the craft and process and enjoy watching those 
moments of success on their children’s faces and building positive relationships with 
their students.  Paperwork and poor discipline are what causes them not to want to come 
to work and provides them with excuses for poor student performance.  These 
distractions and excuses must be taken away and prime instructional minutes and a 
positive environment be guarded. 
A leader must be cognizant of what these distractions are and inventive to create 
ways to overcome them.  To be cognizant of what is going on the administrator must be 
mobile and visible.  The office is the last place you will find the leader of Clear Creek 
Middle School because he is vigilant in his pursuit to help the teachers and support them 
in their teaching endeavors.  Using this mobility not as a punitive way to “catch” teachers 
but rather as a means to gauge the environment and intervene with students who are off 
task or who are being unruly.  They set high expectations for student behavior, praise 
positive behavior and swiftly execute consequences for those who do not follow 
procedures.  The teachers appreciate the support, therefore morale increases and job 
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performance increases.  A rural school of poverty that has faculty that can say that they 
“never see their principal” or “my principal never comes in my room” will have poor 
culture coupled with poor student performance. 
Finally, the creation of a culture that is conducive to teaching yields the greatest 
benefit of removing excuses so the administrator can truly get perspective on who can 
and cannot teach.  This is the only way to fairly gauge the effectiveness of teachers.  
Daily walk-throughs coupled with formal observations from multiple people tempered 
with performance data will create a realistic, measurable picture of how effective a 
teacher truly is.  This takes emotion, personality and other subjective opinions out of the 
equation and places all of the emphasis on what is truly important…student achievement. 
This model or mindset is only effective if coupled with action based on the 
observations and data.  Swift action needs to be taken once a teacher is identified as not 
performing well. Teacher remediation through pertinent professional development, team 
coaching, peer observation and other strategies must be implemented to improve their 
teaching.  If this fails the final step is removal of the individual from the school.   
Replacing marginal teachers is one of the fastest ways to turn around the 
performance of a school.  It is a difficult hurdle to overcome in rural areas that are not 
typically easy to recruit teachers, but with the methods discussed earlier through the use 
of an intense recruitment process the leader has overcome this problem.  I have had 
experiences that parallel his with regards to teacher recruitment and retention.  You must 
actively identify and pursue good candidates through local colleges and universities as 
well as following performance data from local schools to invite these teachers to your 
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school if you have an opening.  Teachers will literally drive by a school to go to a school 
with a positive environment and culture. 
Also, the evolution of someone who is passionate in their desire to lead a school is 
something we all should aspire to reach.  I think the principal succinctly and eloquently 
stated a mindset that parallels my own.  He said, “You’ve got three levels, I think, that 
are principals, or teachers, or anybody else.  You got those folks that have a job. Those 
that become more involved start taking it as a profession. Folks that come out at school 
they need a job.  Hopefully, then they recognize themselves as professionals at what 
they're doing and that just anybody off the street can't do this and so they start taking a 
little bit of pride in themselves and it leaves the job category and goes into a profession. 
Then to those that are really, really good it becomes a passion. They start seeing these 
children and their worth and how it affects our entire country and beyond. It becomes not 
just a profession but a passion to them.”  This is the final piece that if put into place 
makes all of the “best practices” in the world evolve into transformational opportunities! 
Recognizing that these are someone’s children and grandchildren and seeing how you as 
a leader are truly impacting the world with the brief amount of time you have in a child’s 
life.  That is why it is crucial that every administrator create an environment where the 
child can flourish and recognize that every child deserves an effective teacher to deliver 
instruction. 
Implications for Future Research 
 While it is true that little research on rural schools exists it was interesting to note 
that many of the strategies and best practices discussed in the literature in other settings 
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had a valid place in this environment as well.  Further research is needed to determine if 
other rural schools of poverty at all levels (elementary, middle and high school) had 
similar shifts in student’s achievement as a product of an improved environment. 
Also, it would be interesting to follow this school’s performance as well as the 
teacher’s perception to the culture to determine if both are sustainable.  Will it plateau?  
Will the administrator’s behavior shift over time?  One of the most important things to 
research would be if the environment or culture that is created be self-sustaining after the 
exodus of the transformational leader. 
Finally, it would be worthy to understand the perceptions of the students and/or 
parents in regards to culture at Clear Creek Middle School or other schools with similar 
demographics and shifts in performance.  This would allow a researcher to uncover 
parallel areas or domains where multiple groups had similar shifts in perception.  This 
may lead to areas that would need to garner increased attention when attempting to 
impact culture due to the impact it would have on multiple stakeholders.   
Chapter Summary 
It is evident that no single activity, program or strategy is effective in changing 
school culture.  The data suggests that to impact culture the leader must take ownership 
of critical decisions and truly believe that the students in a failing school can be 
successful.  Clear Creek Middle School was a failing school with “50% of all students 
leaving 8th grade failing all four sections on state standardized testing.”  The leader 
brought with him a belief that “all children can learn and provided the right environment 
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all schools can be successful.”  This was communicated to the community, the teachers 
and most importantly to the students.   His belief that communication to everyone should 
involve a minimum of “90% praise and 10% butt chewing” and that in his 27 years at an 
administrator at the elementary, middle and high school levels he has found that “99.9% 
of folks respond to praise”. 
The data suggests that an administrator cannot operate within a single Domain but 
that the Domains are intertwined and networked to the point that attention has to be paid 
to contexts within each of the Domains.  There is no silver bullet or single practice that 
can transform a school, but as he suggests, “This isn’t rocket science.”  The process that 
he uses is simple.  He communicates high standards for both students and teachers and he 
says that expectations are the first and foremost priority for anyone who wants to 
transform a school.  Unwavering, reasonable expectations are followed with providing 
the proper environment through limiting all distractions so the faculty and staff can focus 
on instruction.  These distractions include unnecessary work, paper work, non-pertinent 
professional development, parental confrontation and discipline.  Once those things are 
satisfied through procedures and visibility of the principal you can finally get down to 
“seeing who can and can’t teach”.  Once all of the excuses are taken away teachers are 
measurably gauged against the high expectations and those teachers that cannot perform 
are removed from the environment.  This then allows him to conduct an intensive 
recruitment process to find a replacement that can work to the level of expectation the 






Context Year Q# Question d md ma a dk n 
agree 
score shift 
R 8 1 
My school provides challenging instructional 
programs for students. 0 0 16.3 83.7 43 1.837 b 
S 9 2 
Teachers at my school effectively implement 
the State Curriculum Standards. 0 0 10.5 89.5 38 1.895 b 
S 8 3 
Teachers at my school focus instruction on 
understanding, not just memorizing facts. 0 0 27.9 72.1 43 1.721 b 
S 8 4 
Teachers at my school have high expectations 
for students' learning. 0 0 16.3 83.7 43 1.837 b 
M 8 5 
There is a sufficient amount of classroom time 
allocated to instruction in essential skills. 2.3 4.7 25.6 67.4 43 1.511 b 
M 8 6 
Student assessment information is effectively 
used by teachers to plan instruction. 0 0 14 86 43 1.86 b 
M 8 7 
Effective instructional strategies are used to 
meet the needs of low achieving students. 0 0 23.3 76.7 43 1.767 b 
M 8 8 
My school offers effective programs for 
students with disabilities. 2.3 0 30.2 67.4 43 1.604 b 
M 8 9 
Instructional strategies are used to meet the 
needs of academically gifted students. 0 2.3 32.6 65.1 43 1.605 b 
D 8 10 
The level of teacher and staff morale is high at 
my school. 11.6 4.7 34.9 48.8 43 1.046 b 
D 8 11 Teachers respect each other at my school. 0 2.3 23.3 74.4 43 1.698 b 
D 8 12 Teachers at my school are recognized and 0 4.7 14 81.4 43 1.721 b 
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appreciated for good work. 
R 8 13 
Students at my school are motivated and 
interested in learning. 2.3 14 41.9 41.9 43 1.071 b 
M 8 14 
There are sufficient materials and supplies 
available for classroom and instructional use. 0 0 14 86 43 1.86 b 
M 8 15 
Our school has a good selection of library and 
media material. 0 2.3 16.3 81.4 43 1.768 b 
M 8 16 
Our school has sufficient computers for 
instructional use. 0 4.7 9.3 86 43 1.766 b 
M 8 17 
Computers are used effectively for instruction at 
my school. 2.4 4.8 19 73.8 42 1.57 b 
D 8 18 
There are relevant professional development 
opportunities offered to teachers at my school. 0 4.7 11.6 83.7 43 1.743 b 
S 8 19 
The school administration communicates clear 
instructional goals for the school. 0 2.3 9.3 88.4 43 1.838 b 
S 8 20 
The school administration sets high standards 
for students. 0 0 18.6 81.4 43 1.814 b 
S 8 21 
The school administration has high expectations 
for teacher performance. 0 0 11.6 88.4 43 1.884 b 
S 8 22 
The school administration provides effective 
instructional leadership. 2.3 2.3 9.3 86 43 1.744 b 
M 8 23 
Student assessment information is used to set 
goals and plan programs for my school. 0 2.3 4.7 93 43 1.884 b 
D 8 24 
Teacher evaluation at my school focuses on 
instructional improvement. 0 4.7 7 88.4 43 1.791 b 
M 8 25 
School administrators visit classrooms to 
observe instruction. 0 0 11.6 88.4 43 1.884 b 
R 8 26 
The school administration arranges for 
collaborative planning and decision making. 0 2.3 9.3 88.4 43 1.838 b 
G 8 27 
I AM SATISFIED WITH THE LEARNING 
ENVIRONMENT IN MY SCHOOL. 4.7 2.3 16.3 76.7 43 1.58 b 
M 8 28 The grounds around my school are kept clean. 2.3 0 20.9 76.7 43 1.697 b 
M 8 29 The hallways at my school are kept clean. 0 0 23.3 76.7 43 1.767 b 
M 8 30 The bathrooms at my school are kept clean. 0 4.7 32.6 62.8 43 1.535 b 
M 8 31 The school building is maintained well and 2.3 4.7 23.3 69.8 43 1.536 b 
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repaired when needed. 
M 8 32 
There is sufficient space for instructional 
programs at my school. 4.7 2.3 27.9 65.1 43 1.464 b 
M 8 33 Students at my school behave well in class. 4.7 7 46.5 41.9 43 1.139 b 
M 8 34 
Students at my school behave well in the 
hallways, in the lunchroom, and on school 
grounds. 9.3 9.3 48.8 32.6 43 0.861 b 
S 8 35 
Rules and consequences for behavior are clear 
to students. 4.8 4.8 21.4 69 42 1.45 b 
S 8 36 
The rules about how students should behave in 
my school are fair. 2.4 0 19 78.6 42 1.714 b 
M 8 37 
The rules for behavior are enforced at my 
school. 7 4.7 37.2 51.2 43 1.209 b 
M 8 38 
I feel safe at my school before and after school 
hours. 0 0 4.7 95.3 43 1.953 b 
M 8 39 I feel safe at my school during the school day. 0 0 4.7 95.3 43 1.953 b 
M 8 40 I feel safe going to or coming from my school. 0 0 0 100 43 2 b 
R 8 41 
Students from different backgrounds get along 
well at my school. 2.3 0 34.9 62.8 43 1.559 b 
R 8 42 
Teachers and students get along well with each 
other at my school. 0 2.3 30.2 67.4 43 1.627 b 
R 8 43 
Teachers at my school collaborate for 
instructional planning. 0 0 11.6 88.4 43 1.884 b 
G 8 44 
I AM SATISFIED WITH THE SOCIAL AND 
PHYSICAL ENVIRONMENT AT MY 
SCHOOL. 0 4.7 25.6 69.8 43 1.605 b 
R 8 45 
Parents at my school are aware of school 
policies. 0 0 20.9 79.1 43 1.791 b 
R 8 46 
Parents at my school know about school 
activities. 0 0 14 86 43 1.86 b 
R 8 47 
Parents at my school understand the school's 
instructional programs. 0 0 32.6 67.4 43 1.674 b 
R 8 48 
Parents at my school are interested in their 
children's schoolwork. 2.3 18.6 46.5 32.6 43 0.885 b 
R 8 49 Parents at my school support instructional 0 7 44.2 48.8 43 1.348 b 
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decisions regarding their children. 
R 8 50 
Parents attend conferences requested by 
teachers at my school. 2.3 4.7 55.8 37.2 43 1.209 b 
R 8 51 
Parents at my school cooperate regarding 
discipline problems. 0 7 48.8 44.2 43 1.302 b 
R 8 52 
Parents attend school meetings and other school 
events. 2.3 16.3 39.5 41.9 43 1.024 b 
R 8 53 
Parents participate as volunteer helpers in the 
school or classroom. 7 18.6 37.2 34.9 43 0.744 b 
R 8 54 
Parents are involved in school decisions through 
advisory committees. 0 0 32.4 67.6 37 1.676 b 
G 8 55 
I AM SATISFIED WITH HOME AND 
SCHOOL RELATIONS. 2.3 4.7 48.8 44.2 43 1.279 b 
R 9 1 
My school provides challenging instructional 
programs for students. 0 0 21.1 78.9 38 1.789 b 
S 9 2 
Teachers at my school effectively implement 
the State Curriculum Standards. 0 0 10.5 89.5 38 1.895 b 
S 9 3 
Teachers at my school focus instruction on 
understanding, not just memorizing facts. 0 2.6 28.9 68.4 38 1.631 b 
S 9 4 
Teachers at my school have high expectations 
for students' learning. 0 0 31.6 68.4 38 1.684 b 
M 9 5 
There is a sufficient amount of classroom time 
allocated to instruction in essential skills. 2.6 5.3 31.6 60.5 38 1.421 b 
M 9 6 
Student assessment information is effectively 
used by teachers to plan instruction. 0 0 35.1 64.9 37 1.649 b 
M 9 7 
Effective instructional strategies are used to 
meet the needs of low achieving students. 2.6 2.6 47.4 47.4 38 1.344 b 
M 9 8 
My school offers effective programs for 
students with disabilities. 2.6 2.6 36.8 57.9 38 1.448 b 
M 9 9 
Instructional strategies are used to meet the 
needs of academically gifted students. 5.3 0 28.9 65.8 38 1.499 b 
D 9 10 
The level of teacher and staff morale is high at 
my school. 7.9 2.6 23.7 65.8 38 1.369 b 
D 9 11 Teachers respect each other at my school. 5.3 0 36.8 57.9 38 1.42 b 
D 9 12 
Teachers at my school are recognized and 
appreciated for good work. 0 5.3 10.5 84.2 38 1.736 b 
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R 9 13 
Students at my school are motivated and 
interested in learning. 0 13.2 52.6 34.2 38 1.078 b 
M 9 14 
There are sufficient materials and supplies 
available for classroom and instructional use. 0 5.3 23.7 71.1 38 1.606 b 
M 9 15 
Our school has a good selection of library and 
media material. 2.6 5.3 26.3 65.8 38 1.474 b 
M 9 16 
Our school has sufficient computers for 
instructional use. 0 13.5 32.4 54.1 37 1.271 b 
M 9 17 
Computers are used effectively for instruction at 
my school. 5.3 10.5 23.7 60.5 38 1.236 b 
D 9 18 
There are relevant professional development 
opportunities offered to teachers at my school. 0 7.9 18.4 73.7 38 1.579 b 
S 9 19 
The school administration communicates clear 
instructional goals for the school. 5.3 2.6 23.7 68.4 38 1.473 b 
S 9 20 
The school administration sets high standards 
for students. 0 0 27 73 37 1.73 b 
S 9 21 
The school administration has high expectations 
for teacher performance. 0 0 23.7 76.3 38 1.763 b 
S 9 22 
The school administration provides effective 
instructional leadership. 2.6 2.6 31.6 63.2 38 1.502 b 
M 9 23 
Student assessment information is used to set 
goals and plan programs for my school. 0 0 23.7 76.3 38 1.763 b 
D 9 24 
Teacher evaluation at my school focuses on 
instructional improvement. 0 0 26.3 71.1 38 1.685 b 
M 9 25 
School administrators visit classrooms to 
observe instruction. 2.6 2.6 34.2 60.5 38 1.474 b 
R 9 26 
The school administration arranges for 
collaborative planning and decision making. 0 0 24.3 75.7 37 1.757 b 
G 9 27 
I AM SATISFIED WITH THE LEARNING 
ENVIRONMENT IN MY SCHOOL. 2.6 2.6 28.9 65.8 38 1.527 b 
M 9 28 The grounds around my school are kept clean. 0 0 26.3 73.7 38 1.737 b 
M 9 29 The hallways at my school are kept clean. 0 0 21.1 78.9 38 1.789 b 
M 9 30 The bathrooms at my school are kept clean. 0 2.7 29.7 67.6 37 1.622 b 
M 9 31 
The school building is maintained well and 
repaired when needed. 0 2.7 24.3 73 37 1.676 b 
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M 9 32 
There is sufficient space for instructional 
programs at my school. 2.7 2.7 24.3 70.3 37 1.568 b 
M 9 33 Students at my school behave well in class. 7.9 0 42.1 50 38 1.263 b 
M 9 34 
Students at my school behave well in the 
hallways, in the lunchroom, and on school 
grounds. 7.9 5.3 50 36.8 38 1.025 b 
S 9 35 
Rules and consequences for behavior are clear 
to students. 5.3 5.3 36.8 52.6 38 1.261 b 
S 9 36 
The rules about how students should behave in 
my school are fair. 2.6 0 21.1 76.3 38 1.685 b 
M 9 37 
The rules for behavior are enforced at my 
school. 5.3 13.2 34.2 47.4 38 1.052 b 
M 9 38 
I feel safe at my school before and after school 
hours. 0 2.6 7.9 89.5 38 1.843 b 
M 9 39 I feel safe at my school during the school day. 0 0 10.5 89.5 38 1.895 b 
M 9 40 I feel safe going to or coming from my school. 0 0 10.5 89.5 38 1.895 b 
R 9 41 
Students from different backgrounds get along 
well at my school. 0 2.6 31.6 65.8 38 1.606 b 
R 9 42 
Teachers and students get along well with each 
other at my school. 0 0 26.3 73.7 38 1.737 b 
R 9 43 
Teachers at my school collaborate for 
instructional planning. 0 0 26.3 73.7 38 1.737 b 
G 9 44 
I AM SATISFIED WITH THE SOCIAL AND 
PHYSICAL ENVIRONMENT AT MY 
SCHOOL. 0 0 15.8 84.2 38 1.842 b 
R 9 45 
Parents at my school are aware of school 
policies. 0 2.6 34.2 63.2 38 1.58 b 
R 9 46 
Parents at my school know about school 
activities. 0 2.6 31.6 65.8 38 1.606 b 
R 9 47 
Parents at my school understand the school's 
instructional programs. 2.6 0 57.9 39.5 38 1.317 b 
R 9 48 
Parents at my school are interested in their 
children's schoolwork. 10.5 13.2 57.9 18.4 38 0.605 b 
R 9 49 
Parents at my school support instructional 




R 9 50 
Parents attend conferences requested by 
teachers at my school. 2.6 10.5 42.1 44.7 38 1.158 b 
R 9 51 
Parents at my school cooperate regarding 
discipline problems. 2.6 10.5 36.8 50 38 1.211 b 
R 9 52 
Parents attend school meetings and other school 
events. 2.6 18.4 42.1 36.8 38 0.921 b 
R 9 53 
Parents participate as volunteer helpers in the 
school or classroom. 7.9 31.6 34.2 26.3 38 0.394 b 
R 9 54 
Parents are involved in school decisions through 
advisory committees. 9.7 16.1 29 38.7 31 0.709 b 
G 9 55 
I AM SATISFIED WITH HOME AND 
SCHOOL RELATIONS. 7.9 10.5 47.4 34.2 38 0.895 b 
R 10 1 
My school provides challenging instructional 
programs for students. 2.3 4.7 34.9 58.1 43 1.418 b 
S 10 2 
Teachers at my school effectively implement 
the State Curriculum Standards. 0 0 18.6 81.4 43 1.814 b 
S 10 3 
Teachers at my school focus instruction on 
understanding, not just memorizing facts. 0 2.4 26.2 71.4 42 1.666 b 
S 10 4 
Teachers at my school have high expectations 
for students' learning. 0 2.3 25.6 72.1 43 1.675 b 
M 10 5 
There is a sufficient amount of classroom time 
allocated to instruction in essential skills. 4.7 2.3 27.9 65.1 43 1.464 b 
M 10 6 
Student assessment information is effectively 
used by teachers to plan instruction. 0 2.3 32.6 65.1 43 1.605 b 
M 10 7 
Effective instructional strategies are used to 
meet the needs of low achieving students. 2.3 4.7 39.5 53.5 43 1.372 b 
M 10 8 
My school offers effective programs for 
students with disabilities. 2.3 4.7 27.9 65.1 43 1.488 b 
M 10 9 
Instructional strategies are used to meet the 
needs of academically gifted students. 2.3 7 30.2 58.1 43 1.348 b 
D 10 10 
The level of teacher and staff morale is high at 
my school. 14 32.6 27.9 25.6 43 0.185 b 
D 10 11 Teachers respect each other at my school. 2.3 9.3 48.8 39.5 43 1.139 b 
D 10 12 
Teachers at my school are recognized and 
appreciated for good work. 7.1 16.7 40.5 35.7 42 0.81 b 
R 10 13 Students at my school are motivated and 14 27.9 37.2 20.9 43 0.231 b 
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interested in learning. 
M 10 14 
There are sufficient materials and supplies 
available for classroom and instructional use. 4.7 7 37.2 51.2 43 1.232 b 
M 10 15 
Our school has a good selection of library and 
media material. 0 7 23.3 69.8 43 1.559 b 
M 10 16 
Our school has sufficient computers for 
instructional use. 2.3 7 27.9 60.5 43 1.373 b 
M 10 17 
Computers are used effectively for instruction at 
my school. 2.3 9.3 30.2 55.8 43 1.279 b 
D 10 18 
There are relevant professional development 
opportunities offered to teachers at my school. 4.8 11.9 28.6 54.8 42 1.167 b 
S 10 19 
The school administration communicates clear 
instructional goals for the school. 9.3 20.9 44.2 25.6 43 0.559 b 
S 10 20 
The school administration sets high standards 
for students. 9.3 18.6 34.9 37.2 43 0.721 b 
S 10 21 
The school administration has high expectations 
for teacher performance. 4.7 2.3 41.9 51.2 43 1.326 b 
S 10 22 
The school administration provides effective 
instructional leadership. 14 23.3 41.9 20.9 43 0.324 b 
M 10 23 
Student assessment information is used to set 
goals and plan programs for my school. 4.7 0 20.9 74.4 43 1.603 b 
D 10 24 
Teacher evaluation at my school focuses on 
instructional improvement. 2.3 2.3 32.6 62.8 43 1.513 b 
M 10 25 
School administrators visit classrooms to 
observe instruction. 2.3 9.3 51.2 37.2 43 1.117 b 
R 10 26 
The school administration arranges for 
collaborative planning and decision making. 11.6 18.6 41.9 27.9 43 0.559 b 
G 10 27 
I AM SATISFIED WITH THE LEARNING 
ENVIRONMENT IN MY SCHOOL. 7 16.3 44.2 30.2 43 0.743 b 
M 10 28 The grounds around my school are kept clean. 0 0 14 86 43 1.86 b 
M 10 29 The hallways at my school are kept clean. 0 0 9.3 90.7 43 1.907 b 
M 10 30 The bathrooms at my school are kept clean. 0 0 16.3 83.7 43 1.837 b 
M 10 31 
The school building is maintained well and 
repaired when needed. 2.3 0 25.6 72.1 43 1.652 b 




programs at my school. 
M 10 33 Students at my school behave well in class. 7 11.6 60.5 20.9 43 0.767 b 
M 10 34 
Students at my school behave well in the 
hallways, in the lunchroom, and on school 
grounds. 7 16.3 58.1 18.6 43 0.65 b 
S 10 35 
Rules and consequences for behavior are clear 
to students. 7 16.3 44.2 32.6 43 0.791 b 
S 10 36 
The rules about how students should behave in 
my school are fair. 4.7 0 27.9 65.1 43 1.487 b 
M 10 37 
The rules for behavior are enforced at my 
school. 16.7 16.7 45.2 21.4 42 0.379 b 
M 10 38 
I feel safe at my school before and after school 
hours. 0 2.4 11.9 85.7 42 1.809 b 
M 10 39 I feel safe at my school during the school day. 0 0 12.2 87.8 41 1.878 b 
M 10 40 I feel safe going to or coming from my school. 0 0 16.7 83.3 42 1.833 b 
R 10 41 
Students from different backgrounds get along 
well at my school. 7.3 0 26.8 65.9 41 1.44 b 
R 10 42 
Teachers and students get along well with each 
other at my school. 2.4 0 35.7 61.9 42 1.547 b 
R 10 43 
Teachers at my school collaborate for 
instructional planning. 2.4 21.4 33.3 42.9 42 0.929 b 
G 10 44 
I AM SATISFIED WITH THE SOCIAL AND 
PHYSICAL ENVIRONMENT AT MY 
SCHOOL. 4.8 7.1 33.3 54.8 42 1.262 b 
R 10 45 
Parents at my school are aware of school 
policies. 2.3 9.3 34.9 53.5 43 1.28 b 
R 10 46 
Parents at my school know about school 
activities. 0 9.3 37.2 53.5 43 1.349 b 
R 10 47 
Parents at my school understand the school's 
instructional programs. 7 11.6 44.2 37.2 43 0.93 b 
R 10 48 
Parents at my school are interested in their 
children's schoolwork. 9.3 30.2 41.9 18.6 43 0.303 b 
R 10 49 
Parents at my school support instructional 
decisions regarding their children. 7 18.6 51.2 23.3 43 0.652 b 
R 10 50 Parents attend conferences requested by 2.3 23.3 55.8 18.6 43 0.651 b 
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teachers at my school. 
R 10 51 
Parents at my school cooperate regarding 
discipline problems. 7 9.3 60.5 23.3 43 0.838 b 
R 10 52 
Parents attend school meetings and other school 
events. 7 23.3 48.8 20.9 43 0.533 b 
R 10 53 
Parents participate as volunteer helpers in the 
school or classroom. 9.5 33.3 42.9 14.3 42 0.192 b 
R 10 54 
Parents are involved in school decisions through 
advisory committees. 11.1 13.9 36.1 38.9 36 0.778 b 
G 10 55 
I AM SATISFIED WITH HOME AND 
SCHOOL RELATIONS. 9.3 25.6 44.2 20.9 43 0.418 b 
R 11 1 
My school provides challenging instructional 
programs for students. 0 4.9 34.1 61 41 1.512 b 
S 11 2 
Teachers at my school effectively implement 
the State Curriculum Standards. 0 0 19.5 80.5 41 1.805 b 
S 11 3 
Teachers at my school focus instruction on 
understanding, not just memorizing facts. 0 2.4 46.3 51.2 41 1.463 b 
S 11 4 
Teachers at my school have high expectations 
for students' learning. 0 2.4 31.7 65.9 41 1.611 b 
M 11 5 
There is a sufficient amount of classroom time 
allocated to instruction in essential skills. 14.6 0 26.8 58.5 41 1.146 b 
M 11 6 
Student assessment information is effectively 
used by teachers to plan instruction. 4.9 2.4 43.9 48.8 41 1.293 b 
M 11 7 
Effective instructional strategies are used to 
meet the needs of low achieving students. 0 2.4 46.3 51.2 41 1.463 b 
M 11 8 
My school offers effective programs for 
students with disabilities. 2.4 0 39 58.5 41 1.512 b 
M 11 9 
Instructional strategies are used to meet the 
needs of academically gifted students. 0 9.8 24.4 65.9 41 1.464 b 
D 11 10 
The level of teacher and staff morale is high at 
my school. 12.2 51.2 24.4 12.2 41 -0.268 b 
D 11 11 Teachers respect each other at my school. 4.9 0 53.7 41.5 41 1.269 b 
D 11 12 
Teachers at my school are recognized and 
appreciated for good work. 0 26.8 51.2 22 41 0.684 b 
R 11 13 
Students at my school are motivated and 
interested in learning. 5 30 50 15 40 0.4 b 
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M 11 14 
There are sufficient materials and supplies 
available for classroom and instructional use. 9.8 9.8 31.7 48.8 41 0.999 b 
M 11 15 
Our school has a good selection of library and 
media material. 0 4.9 34.1 61 41 1.512 b 
M 11 16 
Our school has sufficient computers for 
instructional use. 9.8 4.9 41.5 43.9 41 1.048 b 
M 11 17 
Computers are used effectively for instruction at 
my school. 7.3 12.2 26.8 53.7 41 1.074 b 
D 11 18 
There are relevant professional development 
opportunities offered to teachers at my school. 4.9 14.6 39 41.5 41 0.976 b 
S 11 19 
The school administration communicates clear 
instructional goals for the school. 4.9 19.5 51.2 24.4 41 0.707 b 
S 11 20 
The school administration sets high standards 
for students. 9.8 17.1 53.7 19.5 41 0.56 b 
S 11 21 
The school administration has high expectations 
for teacher performance. 0 17.1 41.5 41.5 41 1.074 b 
S 11 22 
The school administration provides effective 
instructional leadership. 10.3 30.8 30.8 28.2 39 0.358 b 
M 11 23 
Student assessment information is used to set 
goals and plan programs for my school. 4.9 7.3 24.4 63.4 41 1.341 b 
D 11 24 
Teacher evaluation at my school focuses on 
instructional improvement. 4.9 9.8 31.7 51.2 41 1.145 b 
M 11 25 
School administrators visit classrooms to 
observe instruction. 19.5 31.7 17.1 31.7 41 0.098 b 
R 11 26 
The school administration arranges for 
collaborative planning and decision making. 14.6 36.6 14.6 34.1 41 0.17 b 
G 11 27 
I AM SATISFIED WITH THE LEARNING 
ENVIRONMENT IN MY SCHOOL. 7.3 31.7 39 22 41 0.367 b 
M 11 28 The grounds around my school are kept clean. 0 4.9 48.8 46.3 41 1.365 b 
M 11 29 The hallways at my school are kept clean. 0 4.9 29.3 65.9 41 1.562 b 
M 11 30 The bathrooms at my school are kept clean. 4.9 0 24.4 70.7 41 1.56 b 
M 11 31 
The school building is maintained well and 
repaired when needed. 4.9 7.3 31.7 56.1 41 1.268 b 
M 11 32 
There is sufficient space for instructional 
programs at my school. 4.9 0 34.1 61 41 1.463 b 
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M 11 33 Students at my school behave well in class. 4.9 19.5 58.5 17.1 41 0.634 b 
M 11 34 
Students at my school behave well in the 
hallways, in the lunchroom, and on school 
grounds. 9.8 34.1 46.3 9.8 41 0.122 b 
S 11 35 
Rules and consequences for behavior are clear 
to students. 7.3 41.5 31.7 19.5 41 0.146 b 
S 11 36 
The rules about how students should behave in 
my school are fair. 0 9.8 53.7 36.6 41 1.171 b 
M 11 37 
The rules for behavior are enforced at my 
school. 19.5 29.3 39 12.2 41 -0.049 b 
M 11 38 
I feel safe at my school before and after school 
hours. 4.9 0 22 73.2 41 1.586 b 
M 11 39 I feel safe at my school during the school day. 4.9 0 22 73.2 41 1.586 b 
M 11 40 I feel safe going to or coming from my school. 0 7.3 17.1 75.6 41 1.61 b 
R 11 41 
Students from different backgrounds get along 
well at my school. 0 9.8 39 51.2 41 1.316 b 
R 11 42 
Teachers and students get along well with each 
other at my school. 0 4.9 41.5 53.7 41 1.44 b 
R 11 43 
Teachers at my school collaborate for 
instructional planning. 12.2 22 26.8 39 41 0.584 b 
G 11 44 
I AM SATISFIED WITH THE SOCIAL AND 
PHYSICAL ENVIRONMENT AT MY 
SCHOOL. 4.9 7.3 58.5 29.3 41 1 b 
R 11 45 
Parents at my school are aware of school 
policies. 0 9.8 36.6 53.7 41 1.342 b 
R 11 46 
Parents at my school know about school 
activities. 0 10 40 50 40 1.3 b 
R 11 47 
Parents at my school understand the school's 
instructional programs. 4.9 19.5 34.1 41.5 41 0.878 b 
R 11 48 
Parents at my school are interested in their 
children's schoolwork. 9.8 34.1 31.7 24.4 41 0.268 b 
R 11 49 
Parents at my school support instructional 
decisions regarding their children. 5.1 7.7 53.8 33.3 39 1.025 b 
R 11 50 
Parents attend conferences requested by 




R 11 51 
Parents at my school cooperate regarding 
discipline problems. 4.9 14.6 65.9 14.6 41 0.707 b 
R 11 52 
Parents attend school meetings and other school 
events. 0 39 31.7 29.3 41 0.513 b 
R 11 53 
Parents participate as volunteer helpers in the 
school or classroom. 9.8 39 36.6 14.6 41 0.072 b 
R 11 54 
Parents are involved in school decisions through 
advisory committees. 2.8 19.4 44.4 30.6 36 0.806 b 
G 11 55 
I AM SATISFIED WITH HOME AND 
SCHOOL RELATIONS. 4.9 26.8 41.5 26.8 41 0.585 b 
R 12 1 
My school provides challenging instructional 
programs for students. 0 7.7 38.5 53.8 26 1.384 b 
S 12 2 
Teachers at my school effectively implement 
the State Curriculum Standards. 0 0 50 50 26 1.5 b 
S 12 3 
Teachers at my school focus instruction on 
understanding, not just memorizing facts. 0 0 50 50 26 1.5 b 
S 12 4 
Teachers at my school have high expectations 
for students' learning. 0 7.7 42.3 50 26 1.346 b 
M 12 5 
There is a sufficient amount of classroom time 
allocated to instruction in essential skills. 3.8 11.5 38.5 46.2 26 1.118 b 
M 12 6 
Student assessment information is effectively 
used by teachers to plan instruction. 0 0 50 50 26 1.5 b 
M 12 7 
Effective instructional strategies are used to 
meet the needs of low achieving students. 0 19.2 42.3 38.5 26 1.001 b 
M 12 8 
My school offers effective programs for 
students with disabilities. 0 7.7 34.6 57.7 26 1.423 b 
M 12 9 
Instructional strategies are used to meet the 
needs of academically gifted students. 3.8 3.8 42.3 50 26 1.309 b 
D 12 10 
The level of teacher and staff morale is high at 
my school. 42.3 26.9 23.1 7.7 26 -0.73 b 
D 12 11 Teachers respect each other at my school. 7.7 19.2 53.8 19.2 26 0.576 b 
D 12 12 
Teachers at my school are recognized and 
appreciated for good work. 15.4 26.9 30.8 26.9 26 0.269 b 
R 12 13 
Students at my school are motivated and 
interested in learning. 11.5 46.2 26.9 15.4 26 -0.115 b 
M 12 14 There are sufficient materials and supplies 7.7 15.4 50 26.9 26 0.73 b 
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available for classroom and instructional use. 
M 12 15 
Our school has a good selection of library and 
media material. 0 7.7 46.2 46.2 26 1.309 b 
M 12 16 
Our school has sufficient computers for 
instructional use. 20 40 32 8 25 -0.32 b 
M 12 17 
Computers are used effectively for instruction at 
my school. 19.2 15.4 50 15.4 26 0.27 b 
D 12 18 
There are relevant professional development 
opportunities offered to teachers at my school. 7.7 0 53.8 38.5 26 1.154 b 
S 12 19 
The school administration communicates clear 
instructional goals for the school. 23.1 11.5 53.8 11.5 26 0.191 b 
S 12 20 
The school administration sets high standards 
for students. 19.2 11.5 42.3 26.9 26 0.462 b 
S 12 21 
The school administration has high expectations 
for teacher performance. 11.5 7.7 53.8 26.9 26 0.769 b 
S 12 22 
The school administration provides effective 
instructional leadership. 19.2 26.9 34.6 19.2 26 0.077 b 
M 12 23 
Student assessment information is used to set 
goals and plan programs for my school. 3.8 11.5 38.5 46.2 26 1.118 b 
D 12 24 
Teacher evaluation at my school focuses on 
instructional improvement. 7.7 7.7 46.2 38.5 26 1.001 b 
M 12 25 
School administrators visit classrooms to 
observe instruction. 11.5 23.1 38.5 26.9 26 0.462 b 
R 12 26 
The school administration arranges for 
collaborative planning and decision making. 15.4 30.8 34.6 19.2 26 0.114 b 
G 12 27 
I AM SATISFIED WITH THE LEARNING 
ENVIRONMENT IN MY SCHOOL. 23.1 11.5 38.5 26.9 26 0.346 b 
M 12 28 The grounds around my school are kept clean. 0 0 30.8 69.2 26 1.692 b 
M 12 29 The hallways at my school are kept clean. 0 0 30.8 69.2 26 1.692 b 
M 12 30 The bathrooms at my school are kept clean. 0 0 26.9 73.1 26 1.731 b 
M 12 31 
The school building is maintained well and 
repaired when needed. 11.5 3.8 38.5 46.2 26 1.041 b 
M 12 32 
There is sufficient space for instructional 
programs at my school. 7.7 7.7 38.5 46.2 26 1.078 b 
M 12 33 Students at my school behave well in class. 19.2 11.5 69.2 0 26 0.193 b 
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M 12 34 
Students at my school behave well in the 
hallways, in the lunchroom, and on school 
grounds. 19.2 26.9 46.2 7.7 26 -0.037 b 
S 12 35 
Rules and consequences for behavior are clear 
to students. 26.9 19.2 38.5 15.4 26 -0.037 b 
S 12 36 
The rules about how students should behave in 
my school are fair. 3.8 15.4 53.8 26.9 26 0.846 b 
M 12 37 
The rules for behavior are enforced at my 
school. 30.8 19.2 46.2 3.8 26 -0.27 b 
M 12 38 
I feel safe at my school before and after school 
hours. 0 3.8 34.6 61.5 26 1.538 b 
M 12 39 I feel safe at my school during the school day. 0 11.5 30.8 57.7 26 1.347 b 
M 12 40 I feel safe going to or coming from my school. 0 0 34.6 65.4 26 1.654 b 
R 12 41 
Students from different backgrounds get along 
well at my school. 0 7.7 65.4 26.9 26 1.115 b 
R 12 42 
Teachers and students get along well with each 
other at my school. 0 3.8 65.4 30.8 26 1.232 b 
R 12 43 
Teachers at my school collaborate for 
instructional planning. 3.8 19.2 50 26.9 26 0.77 b 
G 12 44 
I AM SATISFIED WITH THE SOCIAL AND 
PHYSICAL ENVIRONMENT AT MY 
SCHOOL. 7.7 7.7 57.7 26.9 26 0.884 b 
R 12 45 
Parents at my school are aware of school 
policies. 3.8 7.7 38.5 50 26 1.232 b 
R 12 46 
Parents at my school know about school 
activities. 3.8 11.5 38.5 46.2 26 1.118 b 
R 12 47 
Parents at my school understand the school's 
instructional programs. 4 16 44 36 25 0.92 b 
R 12 48 
Parents at my school are interested in their 
children's schoolwork. 15.4 19.2 50 15.4 26 0.308 b 
R 12 49 
Parents at my school support instructional 
decisions regarding their children. 11.5 15.4 53.8 19.2 26 0.538 b 
R 12 50 
Parents attend conferences requested by 
teachers at my school. 0 15.4 53.8 30.8 26 1 b 
R 12 51 
Parents at my school cooperate regarding 




R 12 52 
Parents attend school meetings and other school 
events. 3.8 34.6 42.3 19.2 26 0.385 b 
R 12 53 
Parents participate as volunteer helpers in the 
school or classroom. 19.2 38.5 30.8 7.7 26 -0.307 b 
R 12 54 
Parents are involved in school decisions through 
advisory committees. 8.7 21.7 30.4 34.8 23 0.609 b 
G 12 55 
I AM SATISFIED WITH HOME AND 
SCHOOL RELATIONS. 7.7 34.6 46.2 11.5 26 0.192 b 
R 13 1 
1   My school provides challenging instructional 
programs for students. 0 11.1 13.9 75 36 1.528 a 
S 13 2 
2   Teachers at my school effectively implement 
the State Curriculum Standards. 0 0 16.7 83.3 36 1.833 a 
S 13 3 
3   Teachers at my school focus instruction on 
understanding, not just memorizing facts. 0 0 19.4 80.6 36 1.806 a 
S 13 4 
4   Teachers at my school have high 
expectations for students' learning. 0 0 19.4 77.8 36 1.75 a 
M 13 5 
5   There is a sufficient amount of classroom 
time allocated to instruction in essential skills. 2.8 5.6 13.9 75 36 1.527 a 
M 13 6 
6   Student assessment information is effectively 
used by teachers to plan instruction. 0 5.6 8.3 83.3 36 1.693 a 
M 13 7 
7   Effective instructional strategies are used to 
meet the needs of low achieving students. 0 11.1 22.2 66.7 36 1.445 a 
M 13 8 
8   My school offers effective programs for 
students with disabilities. 2.8 8.3 30.6 58.3 36 1.333 a 
M 13 9 
9   Instructional strategies are used to meet the 
needs of academically gifted students. 0 16.7 25 58.3 36 1.249 a 
D 13 10 
10   The level of teacher and staff morale is high 
at my school. 8.3 5.6 16.7 69.4 36 1.333 a 
D 13 11 11   Teachers respect each other at my school. 0 0 16.7 83.3 36 1.833 a 
D 13 12 
12   Teachers at my school are recognized and 
appreciated for good work. 2.8 2.8 11.1 83.3 36 1.693 a 
R 13 13 
13   Students at my school are motivated and 
interested in learning. 2.8 5.6 19.4 72.2 36 1.526 a 
M 13 14 
14   There are sufficient materials and supplies 
available for classroom and instructional use. 0 2.8 25 72.2 36 1.666 a 




and media material. 
M 13 16 
16   Our school has sufficient computers for 
instructional use. 0 25 22.2 52.8 36 1.028 a 
M 13 17 
17   Computers are used effectively for 
instruction at my school. 0 13.9 30.6 55.6 36 1.279 a 
D 13 18 
18   There are relevant professional 
development opportunities offered to teachers at 
my school. 0 2.8 19.4 77.8 36 1.722 a 
S 13 19 
19   The school administration communicates 
clear instructional goals for the school. 2.8 2.8 2.8 91.7 36 1.778 a 
S 13 20 
20   The school administration sets high 
standards for students. 0 0 8.3 91.7 36 1.917 a 
S 13 21 
21   The school administration has high 
expectations for teacher performance. 0 0 8.3 91.7 36 1.917 a 
S 13 22 
22   The school administration provides 
effective instructional leadership. 2.8 5.6 11.1 80.6 36 1.611 a 
M 13 23 
23   Student assessment information is used to 
set goals and plan programs for my school. 0 0 8.3 91.7 36 1.917 a 
D 13 24 
24   Teacher evaluation at my school focuses on 
instructional improvement. 2.9 2.9 11.4 82.9 35 1.685 a 
M 13 25 
25   School administrators visit classrooms to 
observe instruction. 0 0 2.8 97.2 36 1.972 a 
R 13 26 
26   The school administration arranges for 
collaborative planning and decision making. 0 2.8 13.9 83.3 36 1.777 a 
G 13 27 
27   I AM SATISFIED WITH THE 
LEARNING ENVIRONMENT IN MY 
SCHOOL. 2.8 5.6 11.1 80.6 36 1.611 a 
M 13 28 
28   The grounds around my school are kept 
clean. 0 2.8 13.9 83.3 36 1.777 a 
M 13 29 29   The hallways at my school are kept clean. 0 0 2.8 97.2 36 1.972 a 
M 13 30 30   The bathrooms at my school are kept clean. 0 0 5.6 94.4 36 1.944 a 
M 13 31 
31   The school building is maintained well and 
repaired when needed. 0 0 11.1 88.9 36 1.889 a 
M 13 32 
32   There is sufficient space for instructional 




M 13 33 33   Students at my school behave well in class. 0 5.7 37.1 57.1 35 1.456 a 
M 13 34 
34   Students at my school behave well in the 
hallways, in the lunchroom, and on school 
grounds. 2.8 2.8 25 69.4 36 1.554 a 
S 13 35 
35   Rules and consequences for behavior are 
clear to students. 0 0 8.3 91.7 36 1.917 a 
S 13 36 
36   The rules about how students should 
behave in my school are fair. 0 0 2.8 94.4 36 1.916 a 
M 13 37 
37   The rules for behavior are enforced at my 
school. 0 5.6 8.3 86.1 36 1.749 a 
M 13 38 
38   I feel safe at my school before and after 
school hours. 0 2.8 0 97.2 36 1.916 a 
M 13 39 
39   I feel safe at my school during the school 
day. 0 2.8 0 97.2 36 1.916 a 
M 13 40 
40   I feel safe going to or coming from my 
school. 0 0 0 97.2 36 1.944 a 
R 13 41 
41   Students from different backgrounds get 
along well at my school. 0 5.6 19.4 75 36 1.638 a 
R 13 42 
42   Teachers and students get along well with 
each other at my school. 0 2.8 8.3 88.9 36 1.833 a 
R 13 43 
43   Teachers at my school collaborate for 
instructional planning. 0 0 30.6 69.4 36 1.694 a 
G 13 44 
44   I AM SATISFIED WITH THE SOCIAL 
AND PHYSICAL ENVIRONMENT AT MY 
SCHOOL. 0 2.8 5.6 91.7 36 1.862 a 
R 13 45 
45   Parents at my school are aware of school 
policies. 0 5.6 25 69.4 36 1.582 a 
R 13 46 
46   Parents at my school know about school 
activities. 0 2.8 22.2 75 36 1.694 a 
R 13 47 
47   Parents at my school understand the 
school's instructional programs. 0 11.1 27.8 61.1 36 1.389 a 
R 13 48 
48   Parents at my school are interested in their 
children's schoolwork. 0 17.1 42.9 40 35 1.058 a 
R 13 49 
49   Parents at my school support instructional 
decisions regarding their children. 0 5.6 50 44.4 36 1.332 a 




teachers at my school. 
R 13 51 
51   Parents at my school cooperate regarding 
discipline problems. 0 5.6 38.9 55.6 36 1.445 a 
R 13 52 
52   Parents attend school meetings and other 
school events. 0 11.1 38.9 50 36 1.278 a 
R 13 53 
53   Parents participate as volunteer helpers in 
the school or classroom. 2.8 30.6 30.6 36.1 36 0.666 a 
R 13 54 
54   Parents are involved in school decisions 
through advisory committees. 3.2 19.4 25.8 45.2 31 0.904 a 
G 13 55 
55   I AM SATISFIED WITH HOME AND 
SCHOOL RELATIONS. 0 11.1 50 36.1 36 1.111 a 
R 14 1 
My school provides challenging instructional 
programs for students. 0 0 2.6 97.4 38 1.974 a 
S 14 2 
Teachers at my school effectively implement 
the State Curriculum Standards. 0 0 2.6 97.4 38 1.974 a 
S 14 3 
Teachers at my school focus instruction on 
understanding, not just memorizing facts. 0 2.7 5.4 91.9 37 1.865 a 
S 14 4 
Teachers at my school have high expectations 
for students' learning. 0 0 5.4 94.6 37 1.946 a 
M 14 5 
There is a sufficient amount of classroom time 
allocated to instruction in essential skills. 0 0 13.2 86.8 38 1.868 a 
M 14 6 
Student assessment information is effectively 
used by teachers to plan instruction. 0 0 5.3 94.7 38 1.947 a 
M 14 7 
Effective instructional strategies are used to 
meet the needs of low achieving students. 0 0 13.2 86.8 38 1.868 a 
M 14 8 
My school offers effective programs for 
students with disabilities. 5.3 0 13.2 81.6 38 1.658 a 
M 14 9 
Instructional strategies are used to meet the 
needs of academically gifted students. 2.6 0 10.5 86.8 38 1.789 a 
D 14 10 
The level of teacher and staff morale is high at 
my school. 0 0 7.9 92.1 38 1.921 a 
D 14 11 Teachers respect each other at my school. 0 0 13.5 86.5 37 1.865 a 
D 14 12 
Teachers at my school are recognized and 
appreciated for good work. 0 5.4 8.1 86.5 37 1.757 a 
R 14 13 
Students at my school are motivated and 




M 14 14 
There are sufficient materials and supplies 
available for classroom and instructional use. 0 0 34.2 65.8 38 1.658 a 
M 14 15 
Our school has a good selection of library and 
media material. 0 7.9 15.8 76.3 38 1.605 a 
M 14 16 
Our school has sufficient computers for 
instructional use. 5.4 16.2 40.5 37.8 37 0.891 a 
M 14 17 
Computers are used effectively for instruction at 
my school. 0 13.5 37.8 48.6 37 1.215 a 
D 14 18 
There are relevant professional development 
opportunities offered to teachers at my school. 0 0 18.4 81.6 38 1.816 a 
S 14 19 
The school administration communicates clear 
instructional goals for the school. 0 0 2.6 97.4 38 1.974 a 
S 14 20 
The school administration sets high standards 
for students. 0 0 0 100 38 2 a 
S 14 21 
The school administration has high expectations 
for teacher performance. 0 0 0 100 38 2 a 
S 14 22 
The school administration provides effective 
instructional leadership. 0 0 7.9 92.1 38 1.921 a 
M 14 23 
Student assessment information is used to set 
goals and plan programs for my school. 0 0 2.6 97.4 38 1.974 a 
D 14 24 
Teacher evaluation at my school focuses on 
instructional improvement. 0 0 2.6 97.4 38 1.974 a 
M 14 25 
School administrators visit classrooms to 
observe instruction. 0 0 0 100 38 2 a 
R 14 26 
The school administration arranges for 
collaborative planning and decision making. 2.6 0 7.9 89.5 38 1.817 a 
G 14 27 
I AM SATISFIED WITH THE LEARNING 
ENVIRONMENT IN MY SCHOOL. 0 2.6 10.5 86.8 38 1.815 a 
M 14 28 The grounds around my school are kept clean. 0 0 10.5 89.5 38 1.895 a 
M 14 29 The hallways at my school are kept clean. 0 0 5.3 94.7 38 1.947 a 
M 14 30 The bathrooms at my school are kept clean. 0 0 5.3 94.7 38 1.947 a 
M 14 31 
The school building is maintained well and 
repaired when needed. 0 2.6 18.4 78.9 38 1.736 a 
M 14 32 
There is sufficient space for instructional 




M 14 33 Students at my school behave well in class. 0 0 21.1 78.9 38 1.789 a 
M 14 34 
Students at my school behave well in the 
hallways, in the lunchroom, and on school 
grounds. 0 2.6 7.9 89.5 38 1.843 a 
S 14 35 
Rules and consequences for behavior are clear 
to students. 0 0 7.9 92.1 38 1.921 a 
S 14 36 
The rules about how students should behave in 
my school are fair. 0 0 2.6 97.4 38 1.974 a 
M 14 37 
The rules for behavior are enforced at my 
school. 0 0 7.9 92.1 38 1.921 a 
M 14 38 
I feel safe at my school before and after school 
hours. 0 0 2.6 97.4 38 1.974 a 
M 14 39 I feel safe at my school during the school day. 0 0 0 100 38 2 a 
M 14 40 I feel safe going to or coming from my school. 0 0 0 100 38 2 a 
R 14 41 
Students from different backgrounds get along 
well at my school. 0 0 13.2 86.8 38 1.868 a 
R 14 42 
Teachers and students get along well with each 
other at my school. 0 0 15.8 84.2 38 1.842 a 
R 14 43 
Teachers at my school collaborate for 
instructional planning. 2.6 0 21.1 76.3 38 1.685 a 
G 14 44 
I AM SATISFIED WITH THE SOCIAL AND 
PHYSICAL ENVIRONMENT AT MY 
SCHOOL. 0 0 10.5 89.5 38 1.895 a 
R 14 45 
Parents at my school are aware of school 
policies. 2.6 0 23.7 73.7 38 1.659 a 
R 14 46 
Parents at my school know about school 
activities. 2.6 0 34.2 63.2 38 1.554 a 
R 14 47 
Parents at my school understand the school's 
instructional programs. 2.6 0 28.9 68.4 38 1.605 a 
R 14 48 
Parents at my school are interested in their 
children's schoolwork. 0 2.6 52.6 44.7 38 1.394 a 
R 14 49 
Parents at my school support instructional 
decisions regarding their children. 2.6 2.6 31.6 63.2 38 1.502 a 
R 14 50 
Parents attend conferences requested by 




R 14 51 
Parents at my school cooperate regarding 
discipline problems. 0 0 31.6 68.4 38 1.684 a 
R 14 52 
Parents attend school meetings and other school 
events. 0 5.3 34.2 60.5 38 1.499 a 
R 14 53 
Parents participate as volunteer helpers in the 
school or classroom. 5.3 21.1 34.2 34.2 38 0.709 a 
R 14 54 
Parents are involved in school decisions through 
advisory committees. 2.9 8.8 26.5 52.9 34 1.177 a 
G 14 55 
I AM SATISFIED WITH HOME AND 
SCHOOL RELATIONS. 2.7 0 43.2 54.1 37 1.46 a 
R 15 1 
My school provides challenging instructional 
programs for students. 0 0 5.6 94.4 0 36 1.944 a 
S 15 2 
Teachers at my school effectively implement 
the State Curriculum Standards. 0 0 0 100 0 36 2 a 
S 15 3 
Teachers at my school focus instruction on 
understanding, not just memorizing facts. 0 0 11.1 88.9 0 36 1.889 a 
S 15 4 
Teachers at my school have high expectations 
for students' learning. 0 0 0 100 0 36 2 a 
M 15 5 
There is a sufficient amount of classroom time 
allocated to instruction in essential skills. 2.8 2.8 13.9 80.6 0 36 1.667 a 
M 15 6 
Student assessment information is effectively 
used by teachers to plan instruction. 0 0 2.8 97.2 0 36 1.972 a 
M 15 7 
Effective instructional strategies are used to 
meet the needs of low achieving students. 0 5.6 8.3 86.1 0 36 1.749 a 
M 15 8 
My school offers effective programs for 
students with disabilities. 0 2.8 22.2 75 0 36 1.694 a 
M 15 9 
Instructional strategies are used to meet the 
needs of academically gifted students. 0 2.8 16.7 80.6 0 36 1.751 a 
D 15 10 
The level of teacher and staff morale is high at 
my school. 0 0 19.4 80.6 0 36 1.806 a 
D 15 11 Teachers respect each other at my school. 0 0 11.1 88.9 0 36 1.889 a 
D 15 12 
Teachers at my school are recognized and 
appreciated for good work. 0 0 19.4 80.6 0 36 1.806 a 
R 15 13 
Students at my school are motivated and 
interested in learning. 0 5.6 30.6 63.9 0 36 1.528 a 




available for classroom and instructional use. 
M 15 15 
Our school has a good selection of library and 
media material. 2.9 2.9 28.6 65.7 0 35 1.513 a 
M 15 16 
Our school has sufficient computers for 
instructional use. 8.3 8.3 41.7 41.7 0 36 1.002 a 
M 15 17 
Computers are used effectively for instruction at 
my school. 2.8 11.1 33.3 52.8 0 36 1.222 a 
D 15 18 
There are relevant professional development 
opportunities offered to teachers at my school. 0 11.1 22.2 66.7 0 36 1.445 a 
S 15 19 
The school administration communicates clear 
instructional goals for the school. 0 0 2.8 97.2 0 36 1.972 a 
S 15 20 
The school administration sets high standards 
for students. 0 0 0 100 0 36 2 a 
S 15 21 
The school administration has high expectations 
for teacher performance. 0 0 0 100 0 36 2 a 
S 15 22 
The school administration provides effective 
instructional leadership. 0 0 5.7 94.3 0 35 1.943 a 
M 15 23 
Student assessment information is used to set 
goals and plan programs for my school. 0 0 5.6 94.4 0 36 1.944 a 
D 15 24 
Teacher evaluation at my school focuses on 
instructional improvement. 0 0 8.3 91.7 0 36 1.917 a 
M 15 25 
School administrators visit classrooms to 
observe instruction. 0 0 0 100 0 36 2 a 
R 15 26 
The school administration arranges for 
collaberative planning and decision making. 0 0 13.9 86.1 0 36 1.861 a 
G 15 27 
I AM SATISFIED WITH THE LEARNING 
ENVIRONMENT IN MY SCHOOL. 2.8 0 11.1 86.1 0 36 1.777 a 
M 15 28 The grounds around my school are kept clean. 0 0 2.8 97.2 0 36 1.972 a 
M 15 29 The hallways at my school are kept clean. 0 0 0 100 0 36 2 a 
M 15 30 The bathrooms at my school are kept clean. 0 0 0 100 0 36 2 a 
M 15 31 
The school building is maintained well and 
repaired when needed. 0 0 11.1 88.9 0 36 1.889 a 
M 15 32 
There is sufficient space for instructional 
programs at my school. 2.8 2.8 22.2 72.2 0 36 1.582 a 




M 15 34 
Students at my school behave well in the 
hallways, in the lunchroom, and on school 
grounds. 0 0 22.2 77.8 0 36 1.778 a 
S 15 35 
Rules and consequences for behavior are clear 
to students. 0 0 5.6 94.4 0 36 1.944 a 
S 15 36 
The rules for behavior are enforced at my 
school. 0 0 0 100 0 36 2 a 
M 15 37 
The rules about how students should behave in 
my school are fair. 0 0 5.6 94.4 0 36 1.944 a 
M 15 38 
I feel safe at my school before and after school 
hours. 0 0 5.6 94.4 0 36 1.944 a 
M 15 39 I feel safe at my school during the school day. 0 0 5.6 94.4 0 36 1.944 a 
M 15 40 I feel safe going to or coming from my school. 0 0 5.6 94.4 0 36 1.944 a 
R 15 41 
Students from different backgrounds get along 
well at my school. 0 0 41.7 58.3 0 36 1.583 a 
R 15 42 
Teachers and students get along well with each 
other at my school. 0 0 16.7 83.3 0 36 1.833 a 
R 15 43 
Teachers at my school collaborate for 
instructional planning. 0 0 37.9 62.1 0 29 1.621 a 
G 15 44 
I AM SATISFIED WITH THE SOCIAL AND 
PHYSICAL ENVIRONMENT AT MY 
SCHOOL . 0 0 8.6 91.4 0 35 1.914 a 
R 15 45 
Parents at my school are aware of school 
policies. 0 2.8 38.9 58.3 0 36 1.527 a 
R 15 46 
Parents at my school know about school 
activities. 0 5.6 38.9 55.6 0 36 1.445 a 
R 15 47 
Parents at my school understand the school's 
instructional programs. 2.8 5.6 36.1 55.6 0 36 1.361 a 
R 15 48 
Parents at my school are interested in their 
children's schoolwork. 5.6 13.9 61.1 19.4 0 36 0.748 a 
R 15 49 
Parents at my school support instructional 
decisions regarding their children. 0 5.6 52.8 41.7 0 36 1.306 a 
R 15 50 
Parents attend conferences requested by 
teachers at my school. 2.8 2.8 58.3 36.1 0 36 1.221 a 
R 15 51 
Parents at my school cooperate regarding 




R 15 52 
Parents attend school meetings and other school 
events. 2.8 5.6 52.8 38.9 0 36 1.194 a 
R 15 53 
Parents participate as volunteer helpers in the 
school or classroom. 33.3 33.3 13.9 11.1 
8.
3 36 -0.638 a 
R 15 54 
Parents are involved in school decisions through 
advisory committees. 3.1 21.9 37.5 25 
12
.5 32 0.594 a 
G 15 55 
I AM SATISFIED WITH HOME AND 
SCHOOL RELATIONS. 0 11.1 44.4 44.4 0 36 1.221 a 
AI 9 0 0 77 0 0.77 
AI 10 0 0 72.4 0 0.724 
AI 11 0 0 52 0 0.52 
AI 12 0 0 78.12 0 0.7812 
AI 13 0 0 150 0 1.5 





Change Analysis by Context Means 




Summary of Fit 
   
RSquare 0.663335 
RSquare Adj 0.495003 
Root Mean Square Error 0.469629 
Mean of Response 1.4366 
Observations (or Sum Wgts) 4 
 
Analysis of Variance 
Source DF Sum of 
Squares 
Mean Square F Ratio 
Model 1 0.8691114 0.869111 3.9406 
Error 2 0.4411029 0.220551 Prob > F 
C. Total 3 1.3102143  0.1855 
 
Parameter Estimates 
Term   Estimate Std Error t Ratio Prob>|t| 
Intercept   -4.19182 2.845037  -1.47 0.2786 











Summary of Fit 
   
RSquare 0.90439 
RSquare Adj 0.856586 
Root Mean Square Error 0.159924 
Mean of Response 1.2204 
Observations (or Sum Wgts) 4 
 
Analysis of Variance 
Source DF Sum of 
Squares 
Mean Square F Ratio 
Model 1 0.48385383 0.483854 18.9184 
Error 2 0.05115169 0.025576 Prob > F 
C. Total 3 0.53500552  0.0490* 
 
Parameter Estimates 
Term   Estimate Std Error t Ratio Prob>|t| 
Intercept  4.17566 0.684133 6.10 0.0258* 











Summary of Fit 
   
RSquare 0.665343 
RSquare Adj 0.498014 
Root Mean Square Error 0.41326 
Mean of Response 1.340666 
Observations (or Sum Wgts) 4 
 
Analysis of Variance 
Source DF Sum of 
Squares 
Mean Square F Ratio 
Model 1 0.6790804 0.679080 3.9763 
Error 2 0.3415674 0.170784 Prob > F 
C. Total 3 1.0206478  0.1843 
 
Parameter Estimates 
Term   Estimate Std Error t Ratio Prob>|t| 
Intercept   -3.634521 2.50355  -1.45 0.2837 











Summary of Fit 
   
RSquare 0.90311 
RSquare Adj 0.854665 
Root Mean Square Error 0.161876 
Mean of Response 1.091917 
Observations (or Sum Wgts) 4 
 
Analysis of Variance 
Source DF Sum of 
Squares 
Mean Square F Ratio 
Model 1 0.48848961 0.488490 18.6420 
Error 2 0.05240737 0.026204 Prob > F 
C. Total 3 0.54089697  0.0497* 
 
Parameter Estimates 
Term   Estimate Std Error t Ratio Prob>|t| 
Intercept  4.0613 0.692479 5.86 0.0279* 











Summary of Fit 
   
RSquare 0.708366 
RSquare Adj 0.562549 
Root Mean Square Error 0.25119 
Mean of Response 1.543284 
Observations (or Sum Wgts) 4 
 
Analysis of Variance 
Source DF Sum of 
Squares 
Mean Square F Ratio 
Model 1 0.30651755 0.306518 4.8579 
Error 2 0.12619308 0.063097 Prob > F 
C. Total 3 0.43271063  0.1584 
 
Parameter Estimates 
Term   Estimate Std Error t Ratio Prob>|t| 
Intercept   -1.799255 1.521724  -1.18 0.3586 











Summary of Fit 
   
RSquare 0.950255 
RSquare Adj 0.925383 
Root Mean Square Error 0.055656 
Mean of Response 1.439909 
Observations (or Sum Wgts) 4 
 
Analysis of Variance 
Source DF Sum of 
Squares 
Mean Square F Ratio 
Model 1 0.11834212 0.118342 38.2052 
Error 2 0.00619508 0.003098 Prob > F 
C. Total 3 0.12453720  0.0252* 
 
Parameter Estimates 
Term   Estimate Std Error t Ratio Prob>|t| 
Intercept  2.9014409 0.238086 12.19 0.0067* 












Summary of Fit 
   
RSquare 0.425141 
RSquare Adj 0.137712 
Root Mean Square Error 0.372727 
Mean of Response 1.2375 
Observations (or Sum Wgts) 4 
 
Analysis of Variance 
Source DF Sum of 
Squares 
Mean Square F Ratio 
Model 1 0.20548713 0.205487 1.4791 
Error 2 0.27785153 0.138926 Prob > F 
C. Total 3 0.48333866  0.3480 
 
Parameter Estimates 
Term   Estimate Std Error t Ratio Prob>|t| 
Intercept   -1.499287 2.258003  -0.66 0.5750 











Summary of Fit 
   
RSquare 0.920201 
RSquare Adj 0.880302 
Root Mean Square Error 0.109772 
Mean of Response 1.098234 
Observations (or Sum Wgts) 4 
 
Analysis of Variance 
Source DF Sum of 
Squares 
Mean Square F Ratio 
Model 1 0.27790505 0.277905 23.0630 
Error 2 0.02409964 0.012050 Prob > F 
C. Total 3 0.30200468  0.0407* 
 
Parameter Estimates 
Term   Estimate Std Error t Ratio Prob>|t| 
Intercept  3.3379188 0.469587 7.11 0.0192* 












Summary of Fit 
   
RSquare 0.694103 
RSquare Adj 0.541154 
Root Mean Square Error 0.401341 
Mean of Response 1.622833 
Observations (or Sum Wgts) 4 
 
Analysis of Variance 
Source DF Sum of 
Squares 
Mean Square F Ratio 
Model 1 0.7309789 0.730979 4.5381 
Error 2 0.3221489 0.161074 Prob > F 
C. Total 3 1.0531278  0.1669 
 
Parameter Estimates 
Term   Estimate Std Error t Ratio Prob>|t| 
Intercept   -3.538967 2.431344  -1.46 0.2828 











Summary of Fit 
   
RSquare 0.951703 
RSquare Adj 0.927554 
Root Mean Square Error 0.100687 
Mean of Response 1.384361 
Observations (or Sum Wgts) 4 
 
Analysis of Variance 
Source DF Sum of 
Squares 
Mean Square F Ratio 
Model 1 0.39953363 0.399534 39.4102 
Error 2 0.02027566 0.010138 Prob > F 
C. Total 3 0.41980929  0.0244* 
 
Parameter Estimates 
Term   Estimate Std Error t Ratio Prob>|t| 
Intercept  4.0698 0.430723 9.45 0.0110* 











Change Analysis Regression Plots and Summary Data for Individual Questions 





Summary of Fit 
   
RSquare 0.815144 
RSquare Adj 0.676501 
Root Mean Square Error 0.135942 
Mean of Response 1.67325 
Observations (or Sum Wgts) 8 
 
Analysis of Variance 
Source DF Sum of 
Squares 
Mean Square F Ratio 
Model 3 0.32596410 0.108655 5.8795 
Error 4 0.07392140 0.018480 Prob > F 
C. Total 7 0.39988550  0.0600 
 
Parameter Estimates 
Term   Estimate Std Error t Ratio Prob>|t| 
Intercept  0.87755 0.504088 1.74 0.1567 
Year  0.039 0.042989 0.91 0.4156 
shift[a]   -0.04375 0.0985  -0.44 0.6799 












Summary of Fit 
   
RSquare 0.848914 
RSquare Adj 0.697829 
Root Mean Square Error 0.090779 
Mean of Response 1.831571 
Observations (or Sum Wgts) 7 
 
Analysis of Variance 
Source DF Sum of 
Squares 
Mean Square F Ratio 
Model 3 0.13891101 0.046304 5.6188 
Error 3 0.02472270 0.008241 Prob > F 
C. Total 6 0.16363371  0.0950 
 
Parameter Estimates 
Term   Estimate Std Error t Ratio Prob>|t| 
Intercept  0.9497 0.423448 2.24 0.1107 
Year  0.05955 0.037976 1.57 0.2149 
shift[a]   -0.0837 0.079053  -1.06 0.3674 












Summary of Fit 
   
RSquare 0.818981 
RSquare Adj 0.683217 
Root Mean Square Error 0.089315 
Mean of Response 1.692625 
Observations (or Sum Wgts) 8 
 
Analysis of Variance 
Source DF Sum of 
Squares 
Mean Square F Ratio 
Model 3 0.14436497 0.048122 6.0324 
Error 4 0.03190890 0.007977 Prob > F 
C. Total 7 0.17627388  0.0576 
 
Parameter Estimates 
Term   Estimate Std Error t Ratio Prob>|t| 
Intercept  1.2161 0.33119 3.67 0.0214* 
Year  0.02435 0.028244 0.86 0.4372 
shift[a]  0.023675 0.064715 0.37 0.7330 












Summary of Fit 
   
RSquare 0.883271 
RSquare Adj 0.795724 
Root Mean Square Error 0.093278 
Mean of Response 1.731125 
Observations (or Sum Wgts) 8 
 
Analysis of Variance 
Source DF Sum of 
Squares 
Mean Square F Ratio 
Model 3 0.26334978 0.087783 10.0891 
Error 4 0.03480310 0.008701 Prob > F 
C. Total 7 0.29815288  0.0245* 
 
Parameter Estimates 
Term   Estimate Std Error t Ratio Prob>|t| 
Intercept  0.6008 0.345884 1.74 0.1574 
Year  0.07355 0.029497 2.49 0.0672 
shift[a]   -0.117725 0.067586  -1.74 0.1565 












Summary of Fit 
   
RSquare 0.701217 
RSquare Adj 0.47713 
Root Mean Square Error 0.1799 
Mean of Response 1.46525 
Observations (or Sum Wgts) 8 
 
Analysis of Variance 
Source DF Sum of 
Squares 
Mean Square F Ratio 
Model 3 0.30382290 0.101274 3.1292 
Error 4 0.12945660 0.032364 Prob > F 
C. Total 7 0.43327950  0.1496 
 
Parameter Estimates 
Term   Estimate Std Error t Ratio Prob>|t| 
Intercept  0.62305 0.667088 0.93 0.4032 
Year  0.0468 0.056889 0.82 0.4569 
shift[a]   -0.01385 0.13035  -0.11 0.9205 












Summary of Fit 
   
RSquare 0.938285 
RSquare Adj 0.891999 
Root Mean Square Error 0.076277 
Mean of Response 1.689875 
Observations (or Sum Wgts) 8 
 
Analysis of Variance 
Source DF Sum of 
Squares 
Mean Square F Ratio 
Model 3 0.35382438 0.117941 20.2714 
Error 4 0.02327250 0.005818 Prob > F 
C. Total 7 0.37709688  0.0070* 
 
Parameter Estimates 
Term   Estimate Std Error t Ratio Prob>|t| 
Intercept  1.3915 0.282841 4.92 0.0079* 
Year   -0.00375 0.024121  -0.16 0.8840 
shift[a]  0.095625 0.055268 1.73 0.1586 












Summary of Fit 
   
RSquare 0.704362 
RSquare Adj 0.482634 
Root Mean Square Error 0.203955 
Mean of Response 1.501125 
Observations (or Sum Wgts) 8 
 
Analysis of Variance 
Source DF Sum of 
Squares 
Mean Square F Ratio 
Model 3 0.39642837 0.132143 3.1767 
Error 4 0.16639050 0.041598 Prob > F 
C. Total 7 0.56281888  0.1467 
 
Parameter Estimates 
Term   Estimate Std Error t Ratio Prob>|t| 
Intercept  0.1208 0.756285 0.16 0.8808 
Year  0.08915 0.064496 1.38 0.2391 
shift[a]   -0.163675 0.147779  -1.11 0.3302 












Summary of Fit 
   
RSquare 0.634696 
RSquare Adj 0.360718 
Root Mean Square Error 0.098865 
Mean of Response 1.52 
Observations (or Sum Wgts) 8 
 
Analysis of Variance 
Source DF Sum of 
Squares 
Mean Square F Ratio 
Model 3 0.06792900 0.022643 2.3166 
Error 4 0.03909700 0.009774 Prob > F 
C. Total 7 0.10702600  0.2173 
 
Parameter Estimates 
Term   Estimate Std Error t Ratio Prob>|t| 
Intercept  0.86395 0.366601 2.36 0.0779 
Year  0.0451 0.031264 1.44 0.2226 
shift[a]   -0.0832 0.071634  -1.16 0.3100 












Summary of Fit 
   
RSquare 0.691927 
RSquare Adj 0.460872 
Root Mean Square Error 0.147219 
Mean of Response 1.50175 
Observations (or Sum Wgts) 8 
 
Analysis of Variance 
Source DF Sum of 
Squares 
Mean Square F Ratio 
Model 3 0.19471210 0.064904 2.9946 
Error 4 0.08669340 0.021673 Prob > F 
C. Total 7 0.28140550  0.1585 
 
Parameter Estimates 
Term   Estimate Std Error t Ratio Prob>|t| 
Intercept  0.51485 0.545902 0.94 0.3990 
Year  0.0646 0.046555 1.39 0.2376 
shift[a]   -0.10645 0.10667  -1.00 0.3748 












Summary of Fit 
   
RSquare 0.761838 
RSquare Adj 0.583216 
Root Mean Square Error 0.635747 
Mean of Response 0.83275 
Observations (or Sum Wgts) 8 
 
Analysis of Variance 
Source DF Sum of 
Squares 
Mean Square F Ratio 
Model 3 5.1715151 1.72384 4.2651 
Error 4 1.6166964 0.40417 Prob > F 
C. Total 7 6.7882115  0.0975 
 
Parameter Estimates 
Term   Estimate Std Error t Ratio Prob>|t| 
Intercept   -2.2647 2.357413  -0.96 0.3911 
Year  0.1535 0.201041 0.76 0.4877 
shift[a]   -0.05725 0.460642  -0.12 0.9071 












Summary of Fit 
   
RSquare 0.65609 
RSquare Adj 0.398157 
Root Mean Square Error 0.355075 
Mean of Response 1.461125 
Observations (or Sum Wgts) 8 
 
Analysis of Variance 
Source DF Sum of 
Squares 
Mean Square F Ratio 
Model 3 0.9620944 0.320698 2.5436 
Error 4 0.5043125 0.126078 Prob > F 
C. Total 7 1.4664069  0.1944 
 
Parameter Estimates 
Term   Estimate Std Error t Ratio Prob>|t| 
Intercept   -0.4745 1.316653  -0.36 0.7368 
Year  0.12015 0.112285 1.07 0.3449 
shift[a]   -0.160675 0.257276  -0.62 0.5661 












Summary of Fit 
   
RSquare 0.73032 
RSquare Adj 0.52806 
Root Mean Square Error 0.424156 
Mean of Response 1.3095 
Observations (or Sum Wgts) 8 
 
Analysis of Variance 
Source DF Sum of 
Squares 
Mean Square F Ratio 
Model 3 1.9488342 0.649611 3.6108 
Error 4 0.7196318 0.179908 Prob > F 
C. Total 7 2.6684660  0.1234 
 
Parameter Estimates 
Term   Estimate Std Error t Ratio Prob>|t| 
Intercept  0.07145 1.572811 0.05 0.9659 
Year  0.0319 0.13413 0.24 0.8237 
shift[a]  0.00795 0.30733 0.03 0.9806 












Summary of Fit 
   
RSquare 0.666239 
RSquare Adj 0.415919 
Root Mean Square Error 0.525519 
Mean of Response 0.93525 
Observations (or Sum Wgts) 8 
 
Analysis of Variance 
Source DF Sum of 
Squares 
Mean Square F Ratio 
Model 3 2.2051183 0.735039 2.6615 
Error 4 1.1046812 0.276170 Prob > F 
C. Total 7 3.3097995  0.1839 
 
Parameter Estimates 
Term   Estimate Std Error t Ratio Prob>|t| 
Intercept   -1.1933 1.948677  -0.61 0.5734 
Year  0.1153 0.166184 0.69 0.5260 
shift[a]  0.00965 0.380775 0.03 0.9810 












Summary of Fit 
   
RSquare 0.640261 
RSquare Adj 0.370456 
Root Mean Square Error 0.30434 
Mean of Response 1.397125 
Observations (or Sum Wgts) 8 
 
Analysis of Variance 
Source DF Sum of 
Squares 
Mean Square F Ratio 
Model 3 0.6593986 0.219800 2.3731 
Error 4 0.3704923 0.092623 Prob > F 
C. Total 7 1.0298909  0.2112 
 
Parameter Estimates 
Term   Estimate Std Error t Ratio Prob>|t| 
Intercept  1.3977 1.128524 1.24 0.2832 
Year   -0.04385 0.096241  -0.46 0.6723 
shift[a]  0.060575 0.220516 0.27 0.7972 












Summary of Fit 
   
RSquare 0.649514 
RSquare Adj 0.38665 
Root Mean Square Error 0.105827 
Mean of Response 1.5195 
Observations (or Sum Wgts) 8 
 
Analysis of Variance 
Source DF Sum of 
Squares 
Mean Square F Ratio 
Model 3 0.08301700 0.027672 2.4709 
Error 4 0.04479700 0.011199 Prob > F 
C. Total 7 0.12781400  0.2013 
 
Parameter Estimates 
Term   Estimate Std Error t Ratio Prob>|t| 
Intercept  1.30325 0.392415 3.32 0.0293* 
Year  0.0059 0.033465 0.18 0.8686 
shift[a]   -0.07055 0.076679  -0.92 0.4096 












Summary of Fit 
   
RSquare 0.768271 
RSquare Adj 0.594474 
Root Mean Square Error 0.384825 
Mean of Response 1.007375 
Observations (or Sum Wgts) 8 
 
Analysis of Variance 
Source DF Sum of 
Squares 
Mean Square F Ratio 
Model 3 1.9639034 0.654634 4.4205 
Error 4 0.5923605 0.148090 Prob > F 
C. Total 7 2.5562639  0.0925 
 
Parameter Estimates 
Term   Estimate Std Error t Ratio Prob>|t| 
Intercept   -0.6025 1.426969  -0.42 0.6946 
Year  0.08885 0.121692 0.73 0.5058 
shift[a]   -0.534825 0.278832  -1.92 0.1276 












Summary of Fit 
   
RSquare 0.661995 
RSquare Adj 0.408491 
Root Mean Square Error 0.291603 
Mean of Response 1.143125 
Observations (or Sum Wgts) 8 
 
Analysis of Variance 
Source DF Sum of 
Squares 
Mean Square F Ratio 
Model 3 0.6661556 0.222052 2.6114 
Error 4 0.3401293 0.085032 Prob > F 
C. Total 7 1.0062849  0.1883 
 
Parameter Estimates 
Term   Estimate Std Error t Ratio Prob>|t| 
Intercept   -0.0551 1.081293  -0.05 0.9618 
Year  0.06735 0.092213 0.73 0.5056 
shift[a]   -0.281325 0.211286  -1.33 0.2538 












Summary of Fit 
   
RSquare 0.670457 
RSquare Adj 0.4233 
Root Mean Square Error 0.240632 
Mean of Response 1.45025 
Observations (or Sum Wgts) 8 
 
Analysis of Variance 
Source DF Sum of 
Squares 
Mean Square F Ratio 
Model 3 0.47122090 0.157074 2.7127 
Error 4 0.23161460 0.057904 Prob > F 
C. Total 7 0.70283550  0.1797 
 
Parameter Estimates 
Term   Estimate Std Error t Ratio Prob>|t| 
Intercept  2.0862 0.892286 2.34 0.0795 
Year   -0.0873 0.076094  -1.15 0.3152 
shift[a]  0.2586 0.174354 1.48 0.2122 












Summary of Fit 
   
RSquare 0.749405 
RSquare Adj 0.561458 
Root Mean Square Error 0.473801 
Mean of Response 1.3115 
Observations (or Sum Wgts) 8 
 
Analysis of Variance 
Source DF Sum of 
Squares 
Mean Square F Ratio 
Model 3 2.6853190 0.895106 3.9873 
Error 4 0.8979510 0.224488 Prob > F 
C. Total 7 3.5832700  0.1074 
 
Parameter Estimates 
Term   Estimate Std Error t Ratio Prob>|t| 
Intercept   -0.3815 1.756903  -0.22 0.8387 
Year  0.0616 0.149829 0.41 0.7020 
shift[a]  0.04405 0.343302 0.13 0.9041 












Summary of Fit 
   
RSquare 0.767358 
RSquare Adj 0.592877 
Root Mean Square Error 0.43903 
Mean of Response 1.4005 
Observations (or Sum Wgts) 8 
 
Analysis of Variance 
Source DF Sum of 
Squares 
Mean Square F Ratio 
Model 3 2.5430770 0.847692 4.3979 
Error 4 0.7709910 0.192748 Prob > F 
C. Total 7 3.3140680  0.0932 
 
Parameter Estimates 
Term   Estimate Std Error t Ratio Prob>|t| 
Intercept  0.49625 1.627969 0.30 0.7757 
Year   -0.0037 0.138834  -0.03 0.9800 
shift[a]  0.20165 0.318108 0.63 0.5606 












Summary of Fit 
   
RSquare 0.74862 
RSquare Adj 0.560085 
Root Mean Square Error 0.314059 
Mean of Response 1.591625 
Observations (or Sum Wgts) 8 
 
Analysis of Variance 
Source DF Sum of 
Squares 
Mean Square F Ratio 
Model 3 1.1749334 0.391644 3.9707 
Error 4 0.3945325 0.098633 Prob > F 
C. Total 7 1.5694659  0.1080 
 
Parameter Estimates 
Term   Estimate Std Error t Ratio Prob>|t| 
Intercept  0.40465 1.164562 0.35 0.7458 
Year  0.04545 0.099314 0.46 0.6710 
shift[a]   -0.011025 0.227557  -0.05 0.9637 












Summary of Fit 
   
RSquare 0.801752 
RSquare Adj 0.653066 
Root Mean Square Error 0.465048 
Mean of Response 1.185 
Observations (or Sum Wgts) 8 
 
Analysis of Variance 
Source DF Sum of 
Squares 
Mean Square F Ratio 
Model 3 3.4985400 1.16618 5.3922 
Error 4 0.8650800 0.21627 Prob > F 
C. Total 7 4.3636200  0.0686 
 
Parameter Estimates 
Term   Estimate Std Error t Ratio Prob>|t| 
Intercept   -0.2683 1.724446  -0.16 0.8839 
Year  0.0286 0.147061 0.19 0.8553 
shift[a]  0.1458 0.33696 0.43 0.6875 












Summary of Fit 
   
RSquare 0.71496 
RSquare Adj 0.50118 
Root Mean Square Error 0.222728 
Mean of Response 1.693 
Observations (or Sum Wgts) 8 
 
Analysis of Variance 
Source DF Sum of 
Squares 
Mean Square F Ratio 
Model 3 0.49771780 0.165906 3.3444 
Error 4 0.19843020 0.049608 Prob > F 
C. Total 7 0.69614800  0.1370 
 
Parameter Estimates 
Term   Estimate Std Error t Ratio Prob>|t| 
Intercept  0.83165 0.825896 1.01 0.3709 
Year  0.0373 0.070433 0.53 0.6244 
shift[a]   -0.02935 0.161381  -0.18 0.8645 












Summary of Fit 
   
RSquare 0.820081 
RSquare Adj 0.685142 
Root Mean Square Error 0.197102 
Mean of Response 1.588875 
Observations (or Sum Wgts) 8 
 
Analysis of Variance 
Source DF Sum of 
Squares 
Mean Square F Ratio 
Model 3 0.70830458 0.236102 6.0774 
Error 4 0.15539630 0.038849 Prob > F 
C. Total 7 0.86370088  0.0569 
 
Parameter Estimates 
Term   Estimate Std Error t Ratio Prob>|t| 
Intercept  0.54115 0.730873 0.74 0.5002 
Year  0.04635 0.062329 0.74 0.4984 
shift[a]   -0.037325 0.142814  -0.26 0.8067 












Summary of Fit 
   
RSquare 0.798341 
RSquare Adj 0.647096 
Root Mean Square Error 0.445537 
Mean of Response 1.375875 
Observations (or Sum Wgts) 8 
 
Analysis of Variance 
Source DF Sum of 
Squares 
Mean Square F Ratio 
Model 3 3.1433846 1.04779 5.2785 
Error 4 0.7940123 0.19850 Prob > F 
C. Total 7 3.9373969  0.0709 
 
Parameter Estimates 
Term   Estimate Std Error t Ratio Prob>|t| 
Intercept  0.95715 1.652095 0.58 0.5934 
Year   -0.05365 0.140891  -0.38 0.7227 
shift[a]  0.339925 0.322822 1.05 0.3518 












Summary of Fit 
   
RSquare 0.778888 
RSquare Adj 0.613053 
Root Mean Square Error 0.499208 
Mean of Response 1.236625 
Observations (or Sum Wgts) 8 
 
Analysis of Variance 
Source DF Sum of 
Squares 
Mean Square F Ratio 
Model 3 3.5114414 1.17048 4.6968 
Error 4 0.9968365 0.24921 Prob > F 
C. Total 7 4.5082779  0.0846 
 
Parameter Estimates 
Term   Estimate Std Error t Ratio Prob>|t| 
Intercept  0.6179 1.851115 0.33 0.7553 
Year   -0.04605 0.157864  -0.29 0.7850 
shift[a]  0.247725 0.361711 0.68 0.5311 












Summary of Fit 
   
RSquare 0.80111 
RSquare Adj 0.651943 
Root Mean Square Error 0.370452 
Mean of Response 1.22075 
Observations (or Sum Wgts) 8 
 
Analysis of Variance 
Source DF Sum of 
Squares 
Mean Square F Ratio 
Model 3 2.2110749 0.737025 5.3705 
Error 4 0.5489386 0.137235 Prob > F 
C. Total 7 2.7600135  0.0691 
 
Parameter Estimates 
Term   Estimate Std Error t Ratio Prob>|t| 
Intercept  0.2862 1.373673 0.21 0.8451 
Year  0.0037 0.117147 0.03 0.9763 
shift[a]  0.1591 0.268418 0.59 0.5852 












Summary of Fit 
   
RSquare 0.594382 
RSquare Adj 0.290169 
Root Mean Square Error 0.155255 
Mean of Response 1.749375 
Observations (or Sum Wgts) 8 
 
Analysis of Variance 
Source DF Sum of 
Squares 
Mean Square F Ratio 
Model 3 0.14128578 0.047095 1.9538 
Error 4 0.09641610 0.024104 Prob > F 
C. Total 7 0.23770188  0.2629 
 
Parameter Estimates 
Term   Estimate Std Error t Ratio Prob>|t| 
Intercept  1.5174 0.5757 2.64 0.0578 
Year  0.00425 0.049096 0.09 0.9352 
shift[a]  0.076125 0.112493 0.68 0.5357 












Summary of Fit 
   
RSquare 0.579214 
RSquare Adj 0.263625 
Root Mean Square Error 0.131827 
Mean of Response 1.8295 
Observations (or Sum Wgts) 8 
 
Analysis of Variance 
Source DF Sum of 
Squares 
Mean Square F Ratio 
Model 3 0.09568500 0.031895 1.8353 
Error 4 0.06951300 0.017378 Prob > F 
C. Total 7 0.16519800  0.2809 
 
Parameter Estimates 
Term   Estimate Std Error t Ratio Prob>|t| 
Intercept  1.45875 0.488826 2.98 0.0406* 
Year  0.0201 0.041687 0.48 0.6549 
shift[a]  0.03305 0.095517 0.35 0.7468 












Summary of Fit 
   
RSquare 0.742983 
RSquare Adj 0.550221 
Root Mean Square Error 0.124623 
Mean of Response 1.772 
Observations (or Sum Wgts) 8 
 
Analysis of Variance 
Source DF Sum of 
Squares 
Mean Square F Ratio 
Model 3 0.17958800 0.059863 3.8544 
Error 4 0.06212400 0.015531 Prob > F 
C. Total 7 0.24171200  0.1127 
 
Parameter Estimates 
Term   Estimate Std Error t Ratio Prob>|t| 
Intercept  1.0875 0.462116 2.35 0.0782 
Year  0.055 0.039409 1.40 0.2353 
shift[a]  0.0235 0.090298 0.26 0.8075 












Summary of Fit 
   
RSquare 0.553095 
RSquare Adj 0.217917 
Root Mean Square Error 0.263027 
Mean of Response 1.585875 
Observations (or Sum Wgts) 8 
 
Analysis of Variance 
Source DF Sum of 
Squares 
Mean Square F Ratio 
Model 3 0.34248938 0.114163 1.6502 
Error 4 0.27673350 0.069183 Prob > F 
C. Total 7 0.61922287  0.3129 
 
Parameter Estimates 
Term   Estimate Std Error t Ratio Prob>|t| 
Intercept  0.36525 0.975331 0.37 0.7270 
Year  0.07815 0.083177 0.94 0.4006 
shift[a]   -0.103425 0.190581  -0.54 0.6162 












Summary of Fit 
   
RSquare 0.501603 
RSquare Adj 0.127806 
Root Mean Square Error 0.194622 
Mean of Response 1.475375 
Observations (or Sum Wgts) 8 
 
Analysis of Variance 
Source DF Sum of 
Squares 
Mean Square F Ratio 
Model 3 0.15248638 0.050829 1.3419 
Error 4 0.15151150 0.037878 Prob > F 
C. Total 7 0.30399788  0.3792 
 
Parameter Estimates 
Term   Estimate Std Error t Ratio Prob>|t| 
Intercept  0.462 0.721679 0.64 0.5569 
Year  0.07105 0.061545 1.15 0.3126 
shift[a]   -0.115475 0.141017  -0.82 0.4588 












Summary of Fit 
   
RSquare 0.781656 
RSquare Adj 0.617898 
Root Mean Square Error 0.349201 
Mean of Response 1.127375 
Observations (or Sum Wgts) 8 
 
Analysis of Variance 
Source DF Sum of 
Squares 
Mean Square F Ratio 
Model 3 1.7461644 0.582055 4.7732 
Error 4 0.4877655 0.121941 Prob > F 
C. Total 7 2.2339299  0.0826 
 
Parameter Estimates 
Term   Estimate Std Error t Ratio Prob>|t| 
Intercept   -1.3518 1.294872  -1.04 0.3554 
Year  0.15385 0.110427 1.39 0.2360 
shift[a]   -0.131075 0.25302  -0.52 0.6318 












Summary of Fit 
   
RSquare 0.762173 
RSquare Adj 0.583803 
Root Mean Square Error 0.463056 
Mean of Response 0.9745 
Observations (or Sum Wgts) 8 
 
Analysis of Variance 
Source DF Sum of 
Squares 
Mean Square F Ratio 
Model 3 2.7486610 0.916220 4.2730 
Error 4 0.8576850 0.214421 Prob > F 
C. Total 7 3.6063460  0.0972 
 
Parameter Estimates 
Term   Estimate Std Error t Ratio Prob>|t| 
Intercept   -1.66475 1.717059  -0.97 0.3872 
Year  0.1571 0.146431 1.07 0.3437 
shift[a]   -0.0042 0.335516  -0.01 0.9906 












Summary of Fit 
   
RSquare 0.735548 
RSquare Adj 0.537208 
Root Mean Square Error 0.542813 
Mean of Response 1.174125 
Observations (or Sum Wgts) 8 
 
Analysis of Variance 
Source DF Sum of 
Squares 
Mean Square F Ratio 
Model 3 3.2781128 1.09270 3.7085 
Error 4 1.1785841 0.29465 Prob > F 
C. Total 7 4.4566969  0.1189 
 
Parameter Estimates 
Term   Estimate Std Error t Ratio Prob>|t| 
Intercept   -0.75865 2.012805  -0.38 0.7254 
Year  0.07825 0.171653 0.46 0.6721 
shift[a]  0.105625 0.393305 0.27 0.8016 












Summary of Fit 
   
RSquare 0.712112 
RSquare Adj 0.496195 
Root Mean Square Error 0.292073 
Mean of Response 1.599125 
Observations (or Sum Wgts) 8 
 
Analysis of Variance 
Source DF Sum of 
Squares 
Mean Square F Ratio 
Model 3 0.8440466 0.281349 3.2981 
Error 4 0.3412263 0.085307 Prob > F 
C. Total 7 1.1852729  0.1396 
 
Parameter Estimates 
Term   Estimate Std Error t Ratio Prob>|t| 
Intercept  0.09095 1.083035 0.08 0.9371 
Year  0.08465 0.092362 0.92 0.4113 
shift[a]   -0.084425 0.211627  -0.40 0.7103 












Summary of Fit 
   
RSquare 0.781921 
RSquare Adj 0.618361 
Root Mean Square Error 0.544858 
Mean of Response 0.991875 
Observations (or Sum Wgts) 8 
 
Analysis of Variance 
Source DF Sum of 
Squares 
Mean Square F Ratio 
Model 3 4.2576964 1.41923 4.7806 
Error 4 1.1874805 0.29687 Prob > F 
C. Total 7 5.4451769  0.0824 
 
Parameter Estimates 
Term   Estimate Std Error t Ratio Prob>|t| 
Intercept   -1.49525 2.020387  -0.74 0.5003 
Year  0.11835 0.172299 0.69 0.5299 
shift[a]  0.107425 0.394787 0.27 0.7990 












Summary of Fit 
   
RSquare 0.746122 
RSquare Adj 0.555713 
Root Mean Square Error 0.112928 
Mean of Response 1.820375 
Observations (or Sum Wgts) 8 
 
Analysis of Variance 
Source DF Sum of 
Squares 
Mean Square F Ratio 
Model 3 0.14991517 0.049972 3.9185 
Error 4 0.05101070 0.012753 Prob > F 
C. Total 7 0.20092588  0.1101 
 
Parameter Estimates 
Term   Estimate Std Error t Ratio Prob>|t| 
Intercept  1.4982 0.418747 3.58 0.0232* 
Year  0.00705 0.035711 0.20 0.8531 
shift[a]  0.008525 0.081824 0.10 0.9220 












Summary of Fit 
   
RSquare 0.662133 
RSquare Adj 0.408732 
Root Mean Square Error 0.174849 
Mean of Response 1.814875 
Observations (or Sum Wgts) 8 
 
Analysis of Variance 
Source DF Sum of 
Squares 
Mean Square F Ratio 
Model 3 0.23965557 0.079885 2.6130 
Error 4 0.12228930 0.030572 Prob > F 
C. Total 7 0.36194487  0.1882 
 
Parameter Estimates 
Term   Estimate Std Error t Ratio Prob>|t| 
Intercept  1.0803 0.648359 1.67 0.1710 
Year  0.03785 0.055292 0.68 0.5312 
shift[a]   -0.088825 0.12669  -0.70 0.5219 












Summary of Fit 
   
RSquare 0.773817 
RSquare Adj 0.604179 
Root Mean Square Error 0.095177 
Mean of Response 1.86 
Observations (or Sum Wgts) 8 
 
Analysis of Variance 
Source DF Sum of 
Squares 
Mean Square F Ratio 
Model 3 0.12396700 0.041322 4.5616 
Error 4 0.03623500 0.009059 Prob > F 
C. Total 7 0.16020200  0.0884 
 
Parameter Estimates 
Term   Estimate Std Error t Ratio Prob>|t| 
Intercept  1.82015 0.352927 5.16 0.0067* 
Year   -0.0153 0.030098  -0.51 0.6380 
shift[a]  0.0561 0.068963 0.81 0.4616 












Summary of Fit 
   
RSquare 0.51017 
RSquare Adj 0.142798 
Root Mean Square Error 0.209906 
Mean of Response 1.515625 
Observations (or Sum Wgts) 8 
 
Analysis of Variance 
Source DF Sum of 
Squares 
Mean Square F Ratio 
Model 3 0.18356018 0.061187 1.3887 
Error 4 0.17624170 0.044060 Prob > F 
C. Total 7 0.35980188  0.3679 
 
Parameter Estimates 
Term   Estimate Std Error t Ratio Prob>|t| 
Intercept  0.8378 0.778351 1.08 0.3423 
Year  0.03695 0.066378 0.56 0.6074 
shift[a]   -0.038525 0.152091  -0.25 0.8125 












Summary of Fit 
   
RSquare 0.621624 
RSquare Adj 0.337842 
Root Mean Square Error 0.179308 
Mean of Response 1.636375 
Observations (or Sum Wgts) 8 
 
Analysis of Variance 
Source DF Sum of 
Squares 
Mean Square F Ratio 
Model 3 0.21128237 0.070427 2.1905 
Error 4 0.12860550 0.032151 Prob > F 
C. Total 7 0.33988788  0.2317 
 
Parameter Estimates 
Term   Estimate Std Error t Ratio Prob>|t| 
Intercept  0.77 0.664892 1.16 0.3113 
Year  0.05305 0.056702 0.94 0.4025 
shift[a]   -0.057475 0.129921  -0.44 0.6811 












Summary of Fit 
   
RSquare 0.806553 
RSquare Adj 0.661468 
Root Mean Square Error 0.29814 
Mean of Response 1.363 
Observations (or Sum Wgts) 8 
 
Analysis of Variance 
Source DF Sum of 
Squares 
Mean Square F Ratio 
Model 3 1.4824220 0.494141 5.5592 
Error 4 0.3555500 0.088888 Prob > F 
C. Total 7 1.8379720  0.0655 
 
Parameter Estimates 
Term   Estimate Std Error t Ratio Prob>|t| 
Intercept  1.8821 1.105533 1.70 0.1639 
Year   -0.1082 0.09428  -1.15 0.3151 
shift[a]  0.2959 0.216023 1.37 0.2426 












Summary of Fit 
   
RSquare 0.683568 
RSquare Adj 0.446244 
Root Mean Square Error 0.316196 
Mean of Response 1.533 
Observations (or Sum Wgts) 8 
 
Analysis of Variance 
Source DF Sum of 
Squares 
Mean Square F Ratio 
Model 3 0.8639222 0.287974 2.8803 
Error 4 0.3999198 0.099980 Prob > F 
C. Total 7 1.2638420  0.1666 
 
Parameter Estimates 
Term   Estimate Std Error t Ratio Prob>|t| 
Intercept  0.5626 1.172486 0.48 0.6564 
Year  0.0364 0.09999 0.36 0.7343 
shift[a]  0.03295 0.229106 0.14 0.8926 












Summary of Fit 
   
RSquare 0.676249 
RSquare Adj 0.433435 
Root Mean Square Error 0.147553 
Mean of Response 1.499125 
Observations (or Sum Wgts) 8 
 
Analysis of Variance 
Source DF Sum of 
Squares 
Mean Square F Ratio 
Model 3 0.18190877 0.060636 2.7851 
Error 4 0.08708810 0.021772 Prob > F 
C. Total 7 0.26899688  0.1738 
 
Parameter Estimates 
Term   Estimate Std Error t Ratio Prob>|t| 
Intercept  1.6321 0.547143 2.98 0.0406* 
Year   -0.03425 0.046661  -0.73 0.5036 
shift[a]  0.069375 0.106913 0.65 0.5518 












Summary of Fit 
   
RSquare 0.59756 
RSquare Adj 0.29573 
Root Mean Square Error 0.198708 
Mean of Response 1.49075 
Observations (or Sum Wgts) 8 
 
Analysis of Variance 
Source DF Sum of 
Squares 
Mean Square F Ratio 
Model 3 0.23451450 0.078171 1.9798 
Error 4 0.15793900 0.039485 Prob > F 
C. Total 7 0.39245350  0.2592 
 
Parameter Estimates 
Term   Estimate Std Error t Ratio Prob>|t| 
Intercept  1.84315 0.736828 2.50 0.0667 
Year   -0.0548 0.062837  -0.87 0.4324 
shift[a]  0.0716 0.143977 0.50 0.6451 












Summary of Fit 
   
RSquare 0.769656 
RSquare Adj 0.596897 
Root Mean Square Error 0.199469 
Mean of Response 1.25925 
Observations (or Sum Wgts) 8 
 
Analysis of Variance 
Source DF Sum of 
Squares 
Mean Square F Ratio 
Model 3 0.53177930 0.177260 4.4551 
Error 4 0.15915220 0.039788 Prob > F 
C. Total 7 0.69093150  0.0915 
 
Parameter Estimates 
Term   Estimate Std Error t Ratio Prob>|t| 
Intercept  1.53855 0.739652 2.08 0.1060 
Year   -0.0618 0.063078  -0.98 0.3827 
shift[a]  0.1831 0.144529 1.27 0.2739 












Summary of Fit 
   
RSquare 0.546871 
RSquare Adj 0.207024 
Root Mean Square Error 0.361427 
Mean of Response 0.696125 
Observations (or Sum Wgts) 8 
 
Analysis of Variance 
Source DF Sum of 
Squares 
Mean Square F Ratio 
Model 3 0.6306134 0.210204 1.6092 
Error 4 0.5225175 0.130629 Prob > F 
C. Total 7 1.1531309  0.3207 
 
Parameter Estimates 
Term   Estimate Std Error t Ratio Prob>|t| 
Intercept  0.601 1.340207 0.45 0.6771 
Year   -0.02485 0.114293  -0.22 0.8385 
shift[a]  0.230575 0.261879 0.88 0.4283 












Summary of Fit 
   
RSquare 0.528179 
RSquare Adj 0.174313 
Root Mean Square Error 0.315225 
Mean of Response 1.104375 
Observations (or Sum Wgts) 8 
 
Analysis of Variance 
Source DF Sum of 
Squares 
Mean Square F Ratio 
Model 3 0.44494398 0.148315 1.4926 
Error 4 0.39746790 0.099367 Prob > F 
C. Total 7 0.84241188  0.3445 
 
Parameter Estimates 
Term   Estimate Std Error t Ratio Prob>|t| 
Intercept  0.1227 1.168887 0.10 0.9215 
Year  0.05125 0.099683 0.51 0.6343 
shift[a]   -0.037375 0.228402  -0.16 0.8780 












Summary of Fit 
   
RSquare 0.749874 
RSquare Adj 0.56228 
Root Mean Square Error 0.21293 
Mean of Response 1.104875 
Observations (or Sum Wgts) 8 
 
Analysis of Variance 
Source DF Sum of 
Squares 
Mean Square F Ratio 
Model 3 0.54370737 0.181236 3.9973 
Error 4 0.18135750 0.045339 Prob > F 
C. Total 7 0.72506488  0.1070 
 
Parameter Estimates 
Term   Estimate Std Error t Ratio Prob>|t| 
Intercept  1.574 0.789567 1.99 0.1170 
Year   -0.06675 0.067335  -0.99 0.3776 
shift[a]  0.319375 0.154283 2.07 0.1072 












Summary of Fit 
   
RSquare 0.663987 
RSquare Adj 0.411978 
Root Mean Square Error 0.352729 
Mean of Response 1.11725 
Observations (or Sum Wgts) 8 
 
Analysis of Variance 
Source DF Sum of 
Squares 
Mean Square F Ratio 
Model 3 0.9834337 0.327811 2.6348 
Error 4 0.4976698 0.124417 Prob > F 
C. Total 7 1.4811035  0.1862 
 
Parameter Estimates 
Term   Estimate Std Error t Ratio Prob>|t| 
Intercept   -0.32145 1.307953  -0.25 0.8180 
Year  0.0746 0.111543 0.67 0.5402 
shift[a]   -0.04645 0.255576  -0.18 0.8646 












Summary of Fit 
   
RSquare 0.667301 
RSquare Adj 0.417777 
Root Mean Square Error 0.309398 
Mean of Response 0.918375 
Observations (or Sum Wgts) 8 
 
Analysis of Variance 
Source DF Sum of 
Squares 
Mean Square F Ratio 
Model 3 0.7680104 0.256003 2.6743 
Error 4 0.3829095 0.095727 Prob > F 
C. Total 7 1.1509199  0.1829 
 
Parameter Estimates 
Term   Estimate Std Error t Ratio Prob>|t| 
Intercept  0.04345 1.14728 0.04 0.9716 
Year  0.03635 0.09784 0.37 0.7291 
shift[a]  0.097925 0.22418 0.44 0.6848 












Summary of Fit 
   
RSquare 0.230039 
RSquare Adj  -0.34743 
Root Mean Square Error 0.585154 
Mean of Response 0.229 
Observations (or Sum Wgts) 8 
 
Analysis of Variance 
Source DF Sum of 
Squares 
Mean Square F Ratio 
Model 3 0.4091992 0.136400 0.3984 
Error 4 1.3696228 0.342406 Prob > F 
C. Total 7 1.7788220  0.7622 
 
Parameter Estimates 
Term   Estimate Std Error t Ratio Prob>|t| 
Intercept  1.9238 2.169811 0.89 0.4254 
Year   -0.1584 0.185042  -0.86 0.4402 
shift[a]  0.1953 0.423985 0.46 0.6690 












Summary of Fit 
   
RSquare 0.418811 
RSquare Adj  -0.01708 
Root Mean Square Error 0.365035 
Mean of Response 0.906625 
Observations (or Sum Wgts) 8 
 
Analysis of Variance 
Source DF Sum of 
Squares 
Mean Square F Ratio 
Model 3 0.38408638 0.128029 0.9608 
Error 4 0.53300150 0.133250 Prob > F 
C. Total 7 0.91708787  0.4927 
 
Parameter Estimates 
Term   Estimate Std Error t Ratio Prob>|t| 
Intercept  1.9597 1.353585 1.45 0.2212 
Year   -0.11565 0.115434  -1.00 0.3731 
shift[a]  0.145675 0.264493 0.55 0.6111 












Summary of Fit 
   
RSquare 0.695074 
RSquare Adj 0.46638 
Root Mean Square Error 0.331027 
Mean of Response 0.895125 
Observations (or Sum Wgts) 8 
 
Analysis of Variance 
Source DF Sum of 
Squares 
Mean Square F Ratio 
Model 3 0.9991350 0.333045 3.0393 
Error 4 0.4383159 0.109579 Prob > F 
C. Total 7 1.4374509  0.1555 
 
Parameter Estimates 
Term   Estimate Std Error t Ratio Prob>|t| 
Intercept   -0.20865 1.227482  -0.17 0.8733 
Year  0.04385 0.10468 0.42 0.6968 
shift[a]  0.013175 0.239852 0.05 0.9588 









Change Analysis by Context Means Data Set 
Year Context Shift N Agree 
Score 
8 D b 5 1.5998 
8 G b 3 1.488 
8 M b 22 1.645136 
8 R b 16 1.458063 
8 S b 9 1.772778 
9 D b 5 1.5578 
9 G b 3 1.421333 
9 M b 22 1.525 
9 R b 16 1.271063 
9 S b 9 1.624889 
10 D b 5 0.9628 
10 G b 3 0.807667 
10 M b 22 1.423273 
10 R b 16 0.851875 
10 S b 9 1.151444 
11 D b 5 0.7612 




11 M b 22 1.166227 
11 R b 16 0.811938 
11 S b 9 0.988333 
12 D a 5 0.454 
12 G a 3 0.474 
12 M a 22 0.980864 
12 R a 16 0.663125 
12 S a 9 0.739333 
13 D a 5 1.6532 
13 G a 3 1.528 
13 M a 22 1.646636 
13 R a 16 1.420875 
13 S a 9 1.827222 
14 D a 5 1.8666 
14 G a 3 1.723333 
14 M a 22 1.785864 
14 R a 16 1.58025 
14 S a 9 1.952778 
15 D a 5 1.7726 
15 G a 3 1.63733 




15 R a 16 1.28575 

















































QUESTION d md ma a dk n agree 
score 
M The school and grounds are 







R Teachers collaboratively plan 
within and across grade levels 




R Teachers and students get 








M Student data is consistently 
monitored and evaluated 




D Pertinent professional 








R The school has a positive 
















S My principal will redirect me 
if I am not doing what is 
expected 




S My principal set high 
expectations for student 
achievement 




D My principal recognizes 







D My principal models what he 
expects of the teachers (on 
time, work ethic, etc.) 




M The principal is visible within 
the school and visits my 
classroom often 




D My principal is optimistic and 
motivates me 




S My principal clearly and 
concisely tells us what we 
should and could do 








respects my opinion 9 3 2 
S I know what is expected of 
me as a teacher 




M I have the materials and 








D Leadership opportunities are 
available to teachers at my 
school (lead teachers, 
committees, School 







M Distractions are minimized in 








S My principal sets high 
standards for teacher 
performance 



































Coded Principal Interview Transcript 
1. Please tell me a little about your background.  How long have you been involved 
in education?  How long at this school? 
This is my 37th year in education.   I started off teaching physical education and 
science.  I've been administrator now for the past 25 years.  I've been at all three 
levels in the public school system.  I have been an administrator at the high 
school, middle school and elementary school level. 
2. How important is principal visibility?  
It's extremely important.   Kind of hard to set an expectation what you want in 
your building if nobody ever sees you out and going around.   It's kind of like 
checking the cows.   If you never are around them you never know how they're 
doing or if the fences are okay you have to get in there and see what's going on.  
Being visible shows a level of expectation. 
3. How often do you observe teachers and how do you provide feedback? 
It depends on if you're talking informal or formal.  Informally I observe them 
every hour of every day if possible.  Of course you can get caught up with some 
unexpected meeting you didn't know you had and you can't get around, but most 
importantly you can't consider it a teacher observation…it's observing the 
environment.  My job is to serve teachers and make sure they've got a good 
environment.  So, every hour the assistant principal and I go around and make an 




year and give them immediate feedback.  When I can praise them I do.  I like to 
use feedback of praise more than a butt chewing.  I found out through coaching 
and everything else that 99.9% of people if you can find something positive are 
more motivated by praise than a butt chewing. 
4. If a teacher is struggling with job performance, what are the steps you take to 
address it? 
It depends on what they're struggling with.  If it's creating an environment in a 
classroom that is conducive to learning then I will speak to them about those 
things that are important to that, or let them observe a teacher who's very skilled 
at creating that learning environment.  If it has to do with content and not being 
on target with the content that they are delivering then obviously we start working 
on the content they are delivering.  We will work with them with their pacing 
guides, not getting off track on the lesson and so forth and so on.  It just really 
depends what they're struggling with. 
If I see a teacher doing something for the first time that they're not supposed to do 
I may not address it. If I see them doing it a 2nd time then very informally I 
would mention it to them.  For example, if the teacher was not outside her 
classroom door during class change more than one time during my walks around 
the building then I would just mention to them that I noticed they weren’t outside 
their classroom in class change.  This ties back to visibility.  You have to know 




know that I am visible then they know that I am constantly looking for those 
things.  They know my expectations and that I am monitoring my expectations.   
Teachers will respond much better to you face to face by mentioning something to 
them than they will bring them into your office or a full write-up.  I only use 
something in writing when a teacher is not improving with the informal methods 
and I need to create a paper trail that would lead up to a possible formal meeting 
and to prepare for the future so that in the event they do not improve I can dismiss 
them. 
5. How important do you feel professional development is? 
 
 
6. How are professional development topics decided on and how is PD delivered? 
 
It depends on where the teachers at.  With our teachers that our on target and are 
measurably on target with the standards then I feel like they're planning time may 
be sometimes more valuable to them and the students than a staff development 
that may or may not enhance what they do.  However, if I have a teacher that is 
not on target then I think staff development is critically important.  Sometimes I 
think staff development in districts time has been shot up a wild hog’s tail about 
as much as anything else.  I can take the teachers that are on task in this building 
or in other buildings and our staff development time would be far better served 




professional that makes a living off staff development and that has never had any 
measurable proof at all that they know what they're doing.   
Have you done that in the past?  Brought in Teachers that were measurably 
successful to do PD?  Absolutely!  That's my preferred method of professional 
development.  If I want to know how to grow corn I find somebody that's got a 
big, pretty crop of corn in a field instead of somebody from Clemson that went to 
school to grow corn, but I have never seen a single stalk of corn they have grown. 
I found both here, and in other places I have been if there was an organized staff 
development it was done at the district level and not at the school level.   If they 
ever gave us an option on what we wanted to do then I would do it the way I 
described it a while ago.   
 There are those principals that come talk to me and I recognize sometimes that 
they don't know what they need.  If that be the case then they want you to tell 
them what they're going to do for staff development.   But with me there are so 
many great teachers in this state that are measurably good teachers… I know folks 
in different districts in different schools that I can look at their past measurable 
success and those are the people that I want to provide professional development.   
Not only that, if I am a football coach and we're going to go to a clinic then I'm 
going to listen to a coach more closely that is a proven winner than one that has 
never won any games.  So let's consider that I'm participating in a staff 
development.  Who do I want to listen to?  You want to listen to one that you 




they have ever been successful?  So it works both ways.  I find that are teachers 
are much more excited and willing to go into a staff development if they are 
listening to somebody that they know and who knows what they're talking about 
and has been successful. 
7. How important do you feel parent involvement is?  Approximately 55% of your 
teachers do not feel your school has a positive relationship with parents.   How do 
you respond to your teachers’ perception? 
I think it's extremely important.  What I have found is two different reasons for a 
lack of parent involvement.  You are always going to have good parental 
involvement from homes where education is a priority.  Parental involvement 
with homes that have traditionally not been involved in their students’ lives have 
two reasons.  I think it’s because number one, they don't see the importance of 
education and number two, their kids have never been successful.  So it's kind of 
like parents that go to the baseball game and watch their kids sit on the bench the 
whole time.  Those parents at little league ball games whose kids never get to play 
and never get to feel successful…the parents don't like to sit in the stands and 
watch their kids never get to play and never getting recognition.  So what we've 
got to do as our kids become more successful is that we have to praise them!  
Praise their parents what their kids are doing and then we find the involvement 
increases in direct correlation with the success of the child.  They want to hear 




55% - I praise our teachers for the increases we have had.  I try to get them to 
understand…look there is that correlation between success and parent 
involvement and we want the kids parents to be more involved.  We keep having 
to work hard and if you want them to be involved then you have to do the things 
that I just mentioned.  It works!  Don't just call them when you're concerned about 
something that didn't happen the way you wanted it to.  You start making a 
conscientious effort to start picking up the phone daily….even your cell phone 
nowadays you can do things on your way home, pick up your cell phone, “Hey 
Mr. Jones.  I just want to let you know the Bobby had a great day and I made 
great  progress.”  You can bank on it, if that teacher starts doing that and starts 
quickly making those three or four phone calls a day on the way home while 
they're driving… anyway Mr. Jones is fixed and becomes more involved because 
he is wants to hear those good things.  It just happens! 
Do you feel it is difficult to change parental perception?  No, I don't think so.  
99.9% of all people that I have ever become involved with are more motivated by 
praise than anything else.  So let's say they're on their way home and if that 
teacher calls a family and they say good things then when Bobby gets off the bus 
and daddy says, "Hey, just got a call from your teacher and they said that you had 
a great day!" then don't think for one minute that Bobby won't go back to school 
the next day and try to do a good job because he loved the praise from two 
different people.  He got praise from the teacher and from the parent.  you can 




they didn't get a call, just because he enjoyed the praise instead of the butt 
chewing that he is used to he's going to bring home his next paper that's good to 
show his dad so he will praise him and it just starts being a good cycle. 
8. What do you do to improve teacher morale? 
Most of it is me being a servant.  Creating environments where they don't dread 
but rather enjoy coming up here to this building every day and teaching.  Get stuff 
off of them like wasted staff development.  There's nothing more precious than 
time.  It is an overwhelming  job for a teacher to have to prepare for a lesson 
every single day for four different classes and prepare an assessment both 
formally and informally to determine if a child is getting what they need or not.  
All of that is more time consuming than any other job in any other profession that 
I know about.  I don't want to bog them down.  We have a situation to where I can 
quickly and informally meet with any of our teachers anytime any day, but having 
a regular held every Tuesday faculty meeting I do not do because all it does is 
burn your folks out. We meet only when it's necessary.  So, the time factor is very 
important.  Finally, the support.  I back our teachers up because I trust them.  That 
doesn't mean they're going to make a mistake, but I know that I back them up 
even with the parents.  We all make mistakes so one of the things that causes the 
morale to be good in the staff I found is that I don't let folks browbeat our 
teachers.  If a parent comes up with a legitimate concern with our teachers I let 
the parent know that their concern is legitimate and I tell them that I will talk to 




my job to correct teachers if they need correcting.  I have found that some 
principals allowed parents to belittle a teacher and that's not good, but our 
teachers learn that that is not going to happen here.  Another is discipline support.  
If a teacher has done everything that is reasonable for that teacher to do to create a 
good environment in that classroom and if a child is still misbehaving it is not the 
teachers problem it is my problem because I'm not doing what I'm supposed to do.  
So I try to let our teachers know that I will not allow a child to sit in your 
classroom and create a situation where everyone else cannot learn and you cannot 
teach.  So the time factor, unnecessary distractions like staff development and/or 
meetings, creating a good environment where I am supportive with our teachers in 
regards to our parents and an environment where there is discipline and they 
know that I will help to create that environment where they can teach.  When you 
do those three things you don't have a whole lot of poor morale. 
9. How did you develop your vision and mission for your school? 
10. How is your vision and mission communicated? 
 I think before we had standards lot of folks don’t like or want the standards but 
we worked for years and years with no standards.  We were just shooting in the 
dark.  It was up to everybody and each principal’s own opinion on whether we 
had a good school or not.  There is no other entity in industry or otherwise that 
does not have a measurable goal or measurable mark but we now have those 
(standards).  We're going through a change right now, but  I trust our states going 




goals we set goals by measurement and then each and every year as we pull the 
tape on what we did then we set our goals accordingly.  We've got to get this 
country in a situation where we compete educationally with the entire world.  It's 
a global situation.  This country is not going to be able to continue to be the 
greatest country in the world if we cannot do that so we're going to measure 
everything we can do and set our goals based on measurement. 
Do you have an overarching vision or mission? 
Yes.  What I tell our teachers is that we as middle school our goal is to have a 9th 
grade students entering the 9th grade at Clear Creek High School that are in a 
position to be competitive with any student in the state of South Carolina and 
beyond.  If we don't do that then we can’t expect the high school to take those 
kids and four years later have them ready to be able to enter a competitive world. 
Not only do we measure what we're doing here but we measure what everybody 
else is doing everywhere else and that's the only way we can know that if we are 
sending a kid that is prepared as anyone else around.  So yes, we talk about that 
all the time not only to the teachers but also to the students and parents.  Middle 
school students are not little elementary school kids anymore.  They have to 
recognize that you take an 8th grader and they are four years away from being in a 
competitive world. 





Yes, they are no longer here.  I had a lot of that early the first year or two because 
teachers have become accustomed to blaming poor performance always on the 
child.  If I had a better child to teach then my performance would not look so 
poorly.  What I found is that we have great kids here if you create those 
environments that we just talked about.  Give that teacher everything that they 
need to be successful.  Then let them know we've got kids coming in from the 
same homes every year and until we can change the homes we're going to 
continue to have the same kids, but we can't say it…. just say those kids can’t be 
successful.  So what I found is that those teachers that are confident within 
themselves, confident in their abilities then they feel like they have no problem 
with me holding that high standard of having that child prepared as anybody else 
around.   
Others complain about that high standard and just can't do it.  This is the major 
league.  This is not volunteer stuff.  It’s the same as the major league baseball 
manager.   I have to have a pitcher that can throw strikes.  It's just that simple.  
Not everybody can throw strikes, but I have to have one that can perform at the 
highest level.  That doesn't mean that they're bad people it just means they cannot 
stay here and they can't meet our standard.  I try to find them something else in 
life for them to do where they can be successful.  A lot of them are really smart, 
but they just can't pitch. 




At times, depending on what we’re looking at.  For example, there are a lot of 
folks now that hire by a committee.   They'll bring a bunch of folks in and 
sometimes teachers in the building that are in that subject and they'll bring them 
in to interview.   I don't do that.  I try to cull as good as I can before I ever 
interview teachers.  By that I mean that I talk to every possible person that ever 
taught them in college, every job that they ever had, if I can go visit them and 
watch them teach during student teaching or in a classroom in a school…..I know 
a lot more about the person before I interview them and more than a teacher 
could.  I want to be held accountable for it.  Let's say we get a bad teacher in the 
building that doesn’t work out.  A lot of principles want to hire by committee 
because they won't feel accountable if they make a bad choice.  I do!  I want to be 
the one that if I made a bad choice and I have then I am accountable and 
responsible for that and I can adjust as necessary. 
 I trust these teachers and they are professional folks.  So if they come to me, for 
example, where we readiness group kids which means that we put them in class 
by how ready they are measurably, but a group of teachers come to me and say I 
believe that Johnny  is ready to move to a higher level.  Then absolutely, as 
professionals and hold their opinion in high esteem and we will move Johnny 
immediately.  Not at the end of the year, but right then as soon as they feel like 
Johnny is ready to move.  At that point in time they should know more about 
Johnny than I so as professionals and their opinion on students I listen to them 




Looking at a resume, bringing a teacher in and asking them a few questions and 
telling me about themselves are not adequate.  I am constantly recruiting teachers 
and watching scores to know who to go after.  The interview is the last part of a 
long process to hire a teacher.  It is one of the most important things I can do. 
13. How much emphasis do you place on building cleanliness? 
I place a lot of emphasis on it.  Once again, its environment.  It falls under that 
environment category when it comes to environment that umbrella is pretty large.   
When I first got here to this school I asked for it to be painted because it did not 
look like a building that I would like for our kids and teachers to come into.  It's 
extremely important. Cleanliness of building is extremely important.   
I handle my custodians myself.   The reason I do it is that I prefer it.  The reason I 
prefer this method is that it gives me the ability to go back to what I said earlier 
that 99.9% of folks are motivated by praise than a butt chewing.  So if I'm 
handling myself then I find that I have custodian that appreciate me as their 
supervisor.  If I'm the one that's supposed to be recognizing when they do a good 
job and then praising them for it then I find that those become your good 
custodian and good employees and appreciate it.  But once again, I want to be 
responsible for it.  Unfortunately, some have not been able to live up to those 
expectations and I have had to let them go.  That was only after I could not 
motivate them to do what they need to do and so I wanted to be directly 
responsible for that also. 




Well, motivating the same way I was talking about a while ago.  Number one is 
environment.  A teacher that can come in here and not have to deal with a lot of 
stuff first of all so they don't dread coming to work.  Then, I try to make sure that 
I provide them with all the necessary tools that they need. Tools, as you know, 
can come in a lot of different forms.  It could come from support from the 
administration or it could be literally teaching tools such as smart boards all the 
latest technology and so forth and so on.  I want them to feel like they're not 
behind the eight ball compared to other folks within the same profession….that 
one of them has a chainsaw and the other one has a hand saw.   I want them to 
know that we going to try to give you everything that you need.  But motivating 
them by praise allows me, when they do need redirecting they do not take it 
personal and they know that I balance it out and the balance when it comes to 
praise His not 50/50 when it comes to motivation by praise ballots is 90 % praise 
to 10% butt chewing.  That’s what it is when it comes to praise it's not 50/50. 
 
 
15. Do you feel that teachers need to collaborate across grade levels? 
Absolutely! We've got to know what the other group is doing one hand has to 
know the other hand is doing that have to communicate.  If we can keep a group 
of teachers...which we will now…it takes you a few years to get your staff 
together, but our 8th grade teachers could probably in any subject tell you what 




and forth because they are keenly aware of what is supposed to have been told 
before the students come to them and what they are supposed to do when they get 
the child. So that communication across the board is extremely important and we 
try to.  That's another area of staff development that is a great staff development.  
Instead of bringing in a professional great staff development is to just have a sit 
down talk…it’s not like we have time to do this all the time to where a 7th grade 
teacher is talking to the 6th grade teacher about gaps that they feel like that we 
have coming from 6th grade or  7th grade to 8th grade where they are able have 
the time to show those things those needs in those gaps that they feel like they 
might have before that student comes to them so yeah these are critically 
important things.   
 I would like to determine what our staff development is each time we have a staff 
development.  It's not like, well let's see, is there anything we can possibly meet 
on.  Man, there are so many things we can make it on if you just left it up to the 
principals that there are always great staff development opportunities and time 
that we need to develop our staff…. if we use that time wisely just working within 
our own school and not bringing in folks in fact we should know more clearly 
about what we need then somebody that is never in the building. 
 
16. How do you communicate high standards/expectations for teachers? 
We first start off the year we start with a minimum expectation on kids that are 




level for our kids in this building.  You have to know what you're shooting at.  It's 
kind of like the movie The Patriot.  They said aim small miss small to create a 
target that is very focused to shoot at a target that is focused then we don't miss 
large.  As a matter of fact, as we were talking this morning about our Science and 
SS scores that just came back.   Within that target there may have been one 
subject that we did not hit that target.  But we had a target and we did not miss 
large because we aimed small. I’ll have to determine how and why we miss that 
particular target and make adjustments accordingly but I cannot just assume off 
the bat that it was the teachers fault because it may be something that I need to 
adjust. 
17. How do you communicate high standards/expectations for students?  
Same way.  I try to have our guidance counselor's meet with every single child in 
the building and our teachers starting off that first week we will take two or three 
students at a time from their related arts and we'll talk with those students about 
goals look at their scores from last year and talk about what percentage of 
improvement we want them to make.  We set that high expectation with them 
right off the bat.  Once again, we're looking for something to praise them about 
and rarely can we not find something to praise the child about and we always 
bring up the praise first we don't bring up our concerns about the child 
performance first.  We always start off with praise.   “Hey look Johnny do you 
realize how smart you are? You are such a great math student.  You're reading 




time….but we start it off, we set those expectations we’ll find that the kids then 
when they take their first benchmark they will catch administrators in the hallway 
wanting you to look at their papers and so forth and so on because they know it's 
important to you.  It's not going to be important to them until they think it's 
important to you.  So try to start the year off having those individual meetings 
with those students.  It's very time consuming but it's very important. 
You set up goals, but how do you monitor throughout the year? 
Need teacher feedback.   We've talked about it that the minute that you see 
Johnny start to get unfocused you need to let me know.  It's not a butt chewing 
opportunity but I will if the teacher gives me a list of names, because they know 
this is how it works, of students that are having difficulty I'd real quickly will 
meet Johnny in the hallway and say, “Hey look man,  I understand that you're 
slacking off just a little bit and your teacher said you are losing your focus.”  This 
is why I'm never in my office.  I never have time to be in the office because I have 
to be out doing those type of things and  talking with those kids.  Another thing is 
just watching them.  We watch the students everyday all day long.  So as I watch 
the students in the classroom I have a windows fixed so that there is a slit in the 
window so that I can watch the students without them seeing me only because I 
don't want to take their attention away from the teacher.  If they look up because 
they see movement in the window while the teacher is making an important point 
it could cause them to miss something.  I don't want to be a distraction but if I'm 




looking out the window instead of paying attention then I can just wait until the 
appropriate time when the teacher is not making a pertinent point,  or maybe in a 
transition period that I can open the door get Johnny's attention call them out and 
talk to him about focusing.    It is not just me going around but our other 
administrators also and trying to catch these kids that are unfocused.  I am one of 
those kids that would have been unfocused!  I wish I had somebody that would 
have redirected me.  If you are constantly redirecting students it sets that high 
level of expectations.  If they think that you're always watching them even when 
you're not it says that expectation.  If I think it on a regular basis there is a 
highway patrolman sitting around a certain curve then I am probably going to 
become more focused on how I'm driving because he may be there.  It’s the same 
principle. 
18. Do you feel you are provided with adequate resources at your school?  How do 
you allocate resources? 
Approximately 50% of teachers suggested in their survey responses that they 
needed more materials and resources in their classroom.  How do you respond to 
that? 
Absolutely!  The district does a good job giving us everything that we need to 
teach.  We are very blessed.  I can't think of anything I've asked for or that are 
teachers of ask for that would make a tremendous difference in their ability to 




50% say they need resources?  That's interesting.  You know…. and that's good 
feedback because I will certainly as them…… that during the survey which is a 
good. For the survey because they have not come to us his administration and said 
that they need something that we have not given them.  I would rather like to 
think that they may feel that some schools have a one-on-one technology and so 
forth and so on and with us not having that they may feel that we may be behind 
in that.  However, I would like to think it was something like that but it's good 
feedback and I’ll find out. 
 
19. Do you feel that it is important to build leadership capacity in your building? 
What have you done to build leadership capacity within your school? 
Absolutely!  You need to know where your next leaders are coming from.  I think 
that not only just for this building but what we've got to do throughout the state is 
we have to be able to share those things that are successful with us with other 
schools and other students.  So if we build leadership capacity in a school that has 
been successful then then there needs to be a way to spread it.  So, by building 
leadership capacity within those folks within your building that hopefully than 
they can leave this building one day, share it and do a good job and it's 
compounds. 
What have you done to increase leadership capacity? 
I have a leadership capacity and I have increased responsibilities with those 




leadership potential in this coming year I have creatively taken her out of the 
classroom and she will now be over guiding and directing 6th grade ELA 
instruction.  She will take ownership in it, it will motivate her and it will help our 
first year teacher tremendously.   Everybody wins. 
20. In your opinion, what are the things you have done that have the greatest impact 
on school culture & student achievement? 
Starting right off the get-go is expectations.  Coming in, setting some high 
expectations and not wavering from those.  Those expectations were not just a 
shot in the dark.  They were developed from previous schools because the 
expectations had to be reasonable.  If you had come in with just unreasonable 
expectations then then you messed everything up.  So coming in with reasonable 
high expectations is number one.  Number two is creating the environment so that 
the teachers could be held accountable for those reasonable expectations.  Only 
when you create the environment and set those real expectations where teachers 
can perform can you tell who can and cannot teach.  Until you get those things in 
place and provide them with the tools that they need then only then can you tell 
who can teach and who cannot teach.  Then the third thing would be replacing a 
teacher when they were given everything that they needed.  If they were given 
high expectations and good environment then supported to help make them better 
but if they measurably could not perform and could not be successful than 
replacing them with folks that could.  Those are the three most critical things that 




How many teachers have you had to replace? 
 20 out of a faculty of about 60 - Only three have I had to go to the superintendent 
and the board and have them dismissed.  The others recognized that they could 
not reach these high expectations and they chose on their own to go find another 
place to where the expectations may not be as high.  This is unfortunate since 
everybody in every school needs to have those high expectations but only three 
have I had to take to the board and tell them these folks can't do it. 
How many of the 20 are now teaching?  Almost all of them.   The only exceptions 
are the ones that retired.  How many principals called you for a reference on these 
teachers?  Zero. 
21. What drives/motivates you as a school leader? 
Recognizing that these are somebody's children. God gives us one chance to make 
a difference in their lives. We either blow it or we are successful at it but we get 
one chance. These little kids get one shot at an education and I recognize that the 
devil has no greater tool than ignorance. If a child leaves are schools ignorant than 
the old devil can keep them oppressed and depressed.  He can keep his thumb on 
them and the problems are compounded because of ignorance. So, recognizing 
that and thinking that okay these are somebody's children.  If some other principal 
had my child or my grandchild how would I want them served.  Those are the 
things that motivate me.  These are someone’s children and grandchildren.  
You've got three levels I think that are principals, or teachers or anybody else.  




it as a profession. Folks that come out at school they need a job.  Hopefully, then 
they recognize themselves as professionals at what they're doing and that just 
anybody off the street can't do this and so they start taking a little bit of pride in 
themselves and it leaves the job category and goes into a profession. Then to 
those that are really, really good it becomes a passion. They start seeing these 
children and their worth and how it affects our entire country and beyond. It 
becomes not just a profession but a passion to them.  As a principal, when I first 
started in education I needed a job.  That job became a profession and now it's 
become a passion.  If everybody in education could get through those three levels 
it would totally change the face of education. 
 
 
22. What are the three greatest challenges your school has faced? 
They would be directly correlated to what I just said. The first challenge was 
showing them that they were a failing school.  By all standards we were a failing 
school.  When I got here 50 percent of the kids that left 8th grade going to high 
school failed all four sections of PASS.  By anybody’s standard that's a failing 
school.  So the first challenge was changing those expectations.  Look, that is 
unreasonable!  As I mentioned after that I had to change the environment.  
Making sure that it was conducive to learning and then three working hard to find 




23. What advice would you give other school administrators trying to improve rural, 
middle schools of poverty? 
.  I just left and went to Spartanburg 7 and the first thing I did when I sit down it 
would look at those three things.  Where is school at?  I would advise them to 
have a state of the school address once they look at their school measurably where 
their school is at.  If they are not satisfied with where their school is at, which 
they shouldn’t be if they're struggling with measurably where the kids are at then 
ask them, “Do you think that these kids are stupid kids or do you think that these 
kids are smart kids and they're just behind?”  If the principal says, “Well, I'm not 
sure these kids can do it.” then my first advice to him is that you need to find 
something else to do it.  If the principle themselves don’t think that the kids are 
capable of greater achievement then they don't need to be the principal.  If the 
principal thinks they can do much greater things then I advise them to set up some 
reasonable, measurable standards to meet with his staff about and say these are 
our expectations measurably as to where we want to be then I would advise them 
to say OK if you're expecting your teachers to do that then what kind of 
environment do you need to set up to make sure your teachers have all that they 
need to be successful as you are asking them to be. Then once you've established 
that then you stay all day long watching, observing and trying to determine who 
can do it, who is focused on the staff and who's not and replacing those that are 




doesn't have that first main expectation then he or she doesn't need to be the 
principal. 
24. Is there anything else you would like to share with me? 
I don't think so I think we've covered everything.  You’ve got to love coming to 
work.  This is my 37th year and at the point in time that I feel like I can't get out 
of the staff the energy and the drive did they deserve in need then rapidly bow out 
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